


\      . 

>r. %/ .»•• Vo*' •». %/ fm^. %^. 

-yic^* ^-^^ > ^- ^fo 

r-^o 
**Tr,-'\,o 

X/:^^  W:M .y^ip-/^.^. 
^o.   -. 



^^. 



r>,* 

'•^^ 

•n 

IK-* 

i 
<^^ 







ARMED ROBBERY AND BURGLARY PREVENTION 
ACT 

HEARIN ^ 
BEFORE THE \.^4i 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CR 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIAEY 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

NINETY-SEVENTH CONGRESS 

SECOND SESSION 

ON 

H.R. 6386 
ARMED ROBBERY AND BURGLARY PREVENTION ACT 

SEPTEMBER 23, 1982 

Serial No. 120 

Printed for the use of the Committee on the Judiciary 

U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 

13-616 O WASHINGTON : 1983 



COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

PETER W. RODINO. JR., New Jersey, Chairman 
JACK BROOKS, Texas ROBERT McCLORY, Illinois 
ROBERT W  KASTENMEIER, Wisconsin TOM RAILSBACK, Illinois 
DON EDWARDS. California HAMILTON FISH. JR., New York 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan M. CALDWELL BUTLER, Virginia 
JOHN F. SEIBERLING, Ohio CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, California 
ROMANO L. MAZZOLI, Kentucky HENRY J   HYDE, Illinois 
WILLIAM J   HUGHES, New Jersey THOMAS N   KINDNESS, Ohio 
SAM B. HALL, JR., Texas HAROLD S. SAWYER, Michigan 
MIKE SYNAR. Oklahoma DAN LUNGREN, California 
PATRICIA SCHROEDER, Colorado F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., 

BILLY LEE EVANS. Georgia Wisconsin 
DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas BILL McCOLLUM, Florida 
HAROLD WASHINGTON, Illinois E. CLAY SHAW, JR., Florida 
BARNEY FRANK, Massachusetts 
GEO. W. CROCKETT. JR., Michigan 

ALAN A. PARKER, General Counsel 
GARNER J CLINE. Staff Director 

FRANKLIN G. POLK, Associate Counsel 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

WILLIAM J. HUGHES, New Jersey, Chairman 
ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, Wisconsin HAROLD S SAWYER, Michigan 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., Michigan HAMILTON FISH, JR., New York 
DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas THOMAS N. KINDNESS. Ohio 

HAYDEN W. GREGORY. Counsel 
EDWARD O'CONNELL. Assistant Counsel 
DEBORAH K. OWEN, Associate Counsel 



CONTENTS 

WiTNSSSES „  
Page 

J*              Aiyetoro, Adjoa, national prison project, American Civil Liberties Union  44 
j                      Prepjared statement  48 

» •/• Lehrer, Alexander D., county prosecutor, Monmouth County. Freehold, N.J., 
_0                 on behair of the National District Attorney Association  23 

Prepared statement  26 
Olsen, Roger, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, Department of 

Justice  27 
•                          Prepared statement  29 

Specter, Hon. Arlen, a U.S. Senator from the State of Pennsylvania  3 
Wellford, Charles,  Institute of Criminal Justice and Criminology, College 

Park, Md  59 
Prepared statement  64 

Wyden, Hon. Ron, a U.S. Representative from the State of Oregon  9 
Prepared statement  20 

<iu> 

X 





ARMED ROBBERY AND BURGLARY 
PREVENTION ACT 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1982 

HOUSE OF RE3>RESENTATIVE8, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., room 
2337, Raybum House Office Building, Hon. William J. Hughes 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Hughes, Sawyer, Fish, and 
Kindness. 

Staff present: Hayden Gregory, chief counsel; Edward O'Connell, 
assistant counsel; and Deborah K. Owen, associate counsel. 

Mr. HUGHES. The Subcommittee on Crime will come to order. I 
am going to proceed with my opening statement so that we do not 
hold my distinguished colleagues. Senator Specter from Pennsylva- 
nia, as well as our colleague Ron Wyden. 

This morning we will be considering two similar bills, H.R. 6386 
and S. 1688, which would permit Federal prosecution of any indi- 
vidual who, after being previously convicted of two or more robber- 
ies or burglaries, is charged with a third robbery or burglary in- 
volving the use of a firearm. 

The objective of these bills, as I understand it from the sponsors, 
is to add the power of the Federal Grovernment to the efforts of 
local prosecutors in dealing with habitual violent offenders. The 
problems caused by the habitual violent offender, or as they are 
sometimes characterized, "career criminals," are substantial. I am 
quite familiar with them dating back to the some 10 years I had in 
law enforcement in New Jersey. 

At the present time I am sponsoring a bill, the Justice Assistance 
Act of 1981, H.R. 4481, a facet of which would fund at the local 
level successful career criminal programs. I am pleased to say, by 
the way, that our first witness today, the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania, Arlen Specter, has a very similar approach, 
that is, funding for the local career criminal prc^ams in another 
bUl before the Senate, S. 2411. 

Senator Specter is to be congratulated in that on Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 14, his Justice Assistance Act was approved by the full Ju- 
diciary Committee in the Senate. I would at this time like to reem- 
phasize my appreciation to Senator Specter for his continuing ef- 
forts in this area which I know stems from his long experience 
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during his most distinguished career as the Philadelphia district at- 
torney. 

The bills before us today are a different approach to this problem 
and do represent a departure from what we normally consider to 
be the division of responsibility concerning crime between the Fed- 
eral Grovernment and State and local government. However, the 
problem is of the magnitude that it may well be that new direc- 
tions are demanded. These bills do recognize this. 

For example, they call for, before exercise of Federal jurisdiction, 
consultation with local authorities who ordinarily would be trying 
these street crimes. As you develop and refine your bill in further 
proceedings, I urge you to give further attention to this feature of 
the bill. Most local prosecutors have both the determination and 
the resources to bring cases of this type to trial in State courts and 
to obtfiin an appropriate sanction. A few do not, and I understand 
these bills are aimed at helping them. 

Since the v£ist majority of these street crimes must continue to 
be tried in State courts, I believe any authorization for Federal ju- 
risdiction should make clear that the primary responsibility for 
these cases will remeiin with State and local authorities. A strong 
standard for the declination of Federal jurisdiction is essential. 

The other specific concern I have is the question of the availabil- 
ity of Federal criminal justice resources—investigators, prosecu- 
tors, judges, jailers—to process these claims. Federal authorities al- 
ready have considerable criminal law jurisdiction and responsibil- 
ities, and in most instances this is not a two-way street. That is to 
say, if Federal resources are diverted from present responsibilities 
to handle this new jurisdiction, the crimes being neglected cannot 
be picked up by State and local authorities and will fall through 
the net. We must not let this happen. 

In my view, the problem of gun abuse is a substantial national 
tragedy, and these bills are designed to do something about this. 
Guns, and criminals who use them in crimes, move with ease in 
interstate commerce, and the criminal misuse of guns is a legiti- 
mate Federal concern as these bills recognize. 

To stem the tide of illegal gun use we must take sensible steps to 
discourage the use of guns to commit crimes and can do so without 
infringing upon a citizen's ability to have and use guns for legiti- 
mate sporting purposes and for purposes of the defense of person 
and property. 

My own legislative package to eliminate handgun abuse includes 
four basic elements: One, a 15-day verification period to permit law 
enforcement officials to do a record check to determine if the po- 
tential purchaser of a handgun is an ex-felon or a lunatic. As my 
colleagues know, we require a handgun purchase applicant to fUI 
out a form which asks them, "Are you a lunatic?; Are you a felon?" 
and anybody who answers the question "yes" has got to be a luna- 
tic to be applying for a gun. [Laughter.] 

Two, mandatory sentences for persons convicted of using a fire- 
arm during the course of a Federal felony; three, dealers should be 
required to report the theft or loss of handguns to the police. We 
find that some 30 percent of the handguns used in the commission 
of felonies have been stolen, and yet there is no requirement that 



those who traffic in handguns report the theft to the police; and 
four, a ban on machineguns and silencers. 

I believe that at least these four features are needed for any 1^- 
islative initiative if we are to attempt a comprehensive approach to 
the problems of violent crime involving firearms. As you know, 
similar suggestions have also been made by the Attorney General's 
Task Force on Violent Crime which pretty much tracks those rec- 
ommendations. 

I am sure that my distinguished witnesses today will comment 
on these and other matters of interest to this subcommittee. We all 
welcome you here and hope that we can benefit from your wisdom. 

The Chair has received a request to cover the proceedings in 
whole or in part by television broadcast, radio broadcast, still pho- 
tography, or by other similar methods in accordemce with rule 5(a). 
Is there objection? [No response.] 

Hearing none, such coverage will be permitted. 
I welcome, first of all, the distinguished Senator from Pennsylva- 

nia, Arlen Specter, who I have followed with great interest during 
the years that he was district attorney. I really believe, Arlen, that 
in the years that you were the DA in Philadelphia you helped 
move law enforcement ahead by leaps and bounds—not just by 
your work in Philadelphia, but aJso your work within the confines 
of the National District Attorneys Association. I could not be more 
pleased to see you on the Senate side as one of the top national 
crime fighters, because you are in a unique position to use that tre- 
mendous experience that you have gained in trying to plug some of 
the holes in the criminal justice process. 

Senator, you may proceed as you see fit. Welcome. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. ARLEN SPECTER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a pleasure to be before this committee today and to continue 

our joint work on the important problems of crime control in this 
country. Your initiatives, Mr. Chairman, have been most importemt 
in moving forward on this very important legislation, and this 
morning marks smother step in our cooperation to enact a very siz- 
able crime package touching critical areas where the Federal Gov- 
ernment has a unique role to play. 

I think it appropriate to mention for the record that you and I 
held a news conference in Philadelphia earlier this week on 
Monday morning outlining to the citizens of the Delaware Valley, 
which covers a good part of Pennsylvania and a good part of New 
Jersey, what we are trying to accomplish. Later on that same day, 
we had a meeting with officials in the executive branch to expedite 
efforts to enact the justice assistance program, which I consider to 
be vital. We have conferred on this matter already this morning 
and plan to do more work today to try to get that legislation passed 
into law before this session of Congress atyourns. We have the co- 
operation of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Senator Thurmond, 
on this very important step forward in appropriate Federal involve- 
ment in State law enforcement. I certainly do commend you and 



this committee for your contribution and your continuing efforts on 
this very important matter. 

The career criminEil bills before the committee this morning I 
suggest are part of a very carefully crafted and very carefully de- 
lineated, and very carefully limited Federal approach to the crime 
problem. The issues which you have reused in your opening state- 
ment I will deal with first. 

There has been a development within the past day and a half on 
S. 1688, when this bill was passed by the Senate Judiciary Commit- 
tee and a key change was made to accommodate the concerns 
raised by some of my colleagues in the Senate on the issue which 
you have raised. That is, the exercise of Federal jurisdiction with- 
out the consent and agreement of the local prosecuting attorney. 
My view had been to the contrary for reasons which I will not am- 
plify now, but in the spirit of accommodation and trying to move 
this matter along on what I conceive to be a unique opportunity to 
pass the bill in both Houses and have it signed by the President. 
Since so much gets done in the last 2 weeks of the session, I have 
been willing to make a concession on that part. The National Dis- 
trict Attorneys Association had been concerned that the State pros- 
ecutor ought to have the final say on whether a Federal prosecu- 
tion is brought. 

Language is being worked out between Senator Thurmond and 
me which will make that plain. The essence will be that the Feder- 
al prosecutor may make a suggestion or there may be a referral by 
the State prosecutor. If there is a referral or a request, then there 
is no problem about the assumption of Federal jurisdiction. Or if 
the Federal prosecutor thinks it ought to be a Federed matter, he 
can make a suggestion but it will require the consent of the State 
prosecuting attorney which in effect gives the State the control so 
many people have looked for. So I think that would solve the prob- 
lems of a lot of people. 

The question which you raised on resources is a very significant 
question. You and I agree that the Federal Grovernment does not 
direct sufficient resources to the fight on violent crime. I believe 
that your subcommittee, the full committee of the House, and my 
subcommittee, and the full Senate Judiciary Committee, with our 
two bills on justice assistance will take a significant step forward 
on getting some greater participation. You and I both know it has 
not yet been determined now much that participation is going to be 
because it is a matter of negotiation. But I think that it will be a 
start in the right direction. There are a number of areas where the 
Federal Government ought to be more deeply involved. 

One area is in creating programs to rehabilitate convicted per- 
sons both inside and outside our State prisons and in the construc- 
tion of new prisons. It is vitally necessary to have a correctional 
system that rehabilitates where possible, and confines where reha- 
bilitation is not possible. This issue on addressing these issues of 
career criminals and sentencing reform I conceive to be key build- 
ing blocks to getting better Federal involvement. 

Now why is it appropriate to have the Federal Government take 
on this responsibility when it is not doing the job it should be doing 
in other areas? Because the criminals which will be addressed by 
this legislation are the worst, or at least among the worst, in the 



country. In reaching the stage where we are now—it has been an 
effort of a year and a half^I have secured the personal approval of 
President Reagan. I have asked for one meeting with the President 
since I have been in the Senate, and that was on this bill. I sat 
down with him and explained it to him and he favored it, subject 
to working it out with the Office of Management and Budget. 

That meeting was attended by Attorney Genersd Smith, Counsel- 
or Edwin Meese, and representatives of 0MB. It was a sticky point 
to get OMB's approval. We finally got it on the basis that there 
would be limited commitment of the Federal Government to 500 
cases a year. I would have preferred more, but again, in the spirit 
of accommodation, I thought that with 500 Federal cases, perhaps 
as many as 25,000 cases would be influenced in the State courts. 

The statute provides that upon the third felony, the third rob- 
bery or burglary, a Federal prosecution may commence. But the re- 
ality is that it is going to deal with people who have committed 8, 
10, 12 robberies, 6, 8, 12 burglaries, and there are many, many 
criminals that match that description, I know, because I have seen 
their records. If one of these career criminals faces the possibility 
of being tried in the Federal court where he could get 15 years 
to life, he is going to be discouraged from msmipulating the 
State court system through judge shopping, as is often done in 
many big cities. He is not going to subject himself to being in the 
Federal lottery to be tried in the Federal court with the individual 
judge calendar and the speedy trial and the tougher sentences. So 
the leverage will be overwhelming. 

But as to the 500 cases themselves, you raise a good point, Mr. 
Chairman, and accurately so, that the Federal Government is not 
doing the job it should with its existing jurisdiction. But I would 
say if you took the 1,000 worst criminals in this country that the 
Federal system deals with, these 500 to be prosecuted under S. 1688 
would be in that 1,000. In fact, these 500 might be in the 600 worst 
criminals, or the 550. These career criminals are, simply stated, the 
worst. 

The whole process of law enforcement is a selective basis. No 
matter how active any prosecutor can be, he cannot prosecute all 
offenses. There must be discretionary selection. And these are the 
worst of the worst which I think directly deals with the very legiti- 
mate second concern you have raised: How can the Federal Gov- 
ernment tfike on new responsibilities in light of its not having com- 
pleted the responsibilities which it has? So I think that really is 
the answer. 

Mr. Chairman, every time I take a look at the statistics that my 
superb staff prepares me for these sessions, I am appalled anew. 
They grow, and I testify on this subject with some frequency. The 
most recent statistics I have this morning are that there are 3 mil- 
lion burglaries per year; that there are 500,000 robberies per year; 
that it costs $125 billion per year; and that 10 percent of those ar- 
rested are responsible for more than 60 percent of the crime. 

An old statistic is worth one word of mention. That is, the 
famous Baltimore study that 238 career criminals committed 
500,000 crimes over an 11-year period. Now I know I do not need to 
convince you distinguished gentlemen, Mr. Chairman and Con- 



gressman Fish, about the scope of the problem, but those statistics 
are worth having in the record. 

Then we come to the statute itself, which is very carefully craft- 
ed, as carefully as I could craft it. I have been in this business since 
1959 when I became an assistant district attorney, and have 
sought, as much as I could, for some answer to the problem of 
street crime which would be constitutional and which would be 
sound, and have come up with the idea which is embodied in the 
legislation which we are considering. It is based essentially on two 
existing statutes which provide, I would submit, very sound prece- 
dents. 

One is the Federal gun law which says that it is a Federal of- 
fense for somebody to possess a gun, a firearm, when he has been 
convicted of a State court felony—any State court felony. I was 
asked in my Judiciary Committee the day before yesterday, "How 
can you base a Federal crime on a State offense?" The precedent is 
conclusive: 18 U.S.C. section 1202 provides that it is a Federal 
crime to possess a gun if you have been convicted of a State felony. 

The second statute on which this law is based are the habitual 
offender statutes which 41 States have at the present time. Some 
States say that it is three offenses, some States say that it is four 
offenses, but that is the general range of the category for classifica- 
tion of an habitual offender after which they may be sentenced to 
life in prison. So this is not a novel departure in calling for a 15- 
year-to-life sentence. It is based upon those two existing precedents. 

After a lot of consideration, it was decided in the drafting stage 
to limit the offenses to two: robbery and burglary. We considered 
rape. We considered arson. We considered narcotics offenses. But in 
order to move this legislation, we decided to pick the two critical 
offenses, robbery and burglary. 

Now that is the essence of it, Mr. Chairman. My sense is really, 
after working in this field for some 23 years, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment could make an enormous contribution; that when we talk 
about the exclusionary rule and we talk about a lot of the matters 
which are being discussed, they are palliatives and they are 
window dressing and they are an effort to make it appear that the 
Federal Government is doing something. But in this limited way, to 
really get involved with robberies and burglaries would be a most 
significant step forward. 

That concludes my remarks. I tried to make them somewhat 
brief. 

Mr. HUGHES. Thank you. Senator, for a very substantial presen- 
tation. I must say, you make some very good arguments. I under- 
stand that you have some time problems? 

Senator SPECTER. I do. I am due at this very moment in an Ap- 
propriations markup on the continuing resolution. We always fight 
the quorum problem, which is a subject well known to this commit- 
tee. 

Mr. HUGHES. We are about to fight that very shortly, too. 
I wonder if my colleague, Ron Wyden, would defer to the Senator 

and let me ask him a couple of questions, and then we will get into 
your presentation, if we could, if that is agreeable with you? 

Mr. WYDEN. Certainly. 



Mr. HUGHES. Just a couple of questions. I understand your legis- 
lation would contemplate a mandatory minimum sentence with no 
probation, parole, or suspended sentence. I trust you are talking in 
terms of preventing the plea bargaining that would in fact under- 
cut the thrust of your legislation? 

Senator SPECTER. Yes, I am, Mr. Chairman. I am also basing that 
provision on the expectation that when it is clear what is going to 
happen in the Federal courts that the State courts will try many, 
many more cases. That leverage is just enormous. 

Mr. HUGHES. Also, if I understand the thrust of your legislation, 
where a third offense is committed with the use of a handgun and 
the offense is one of robbery or burglary. Federal jurisdiction would 
be triggered regardless of whether a handgun was used in the pre- 
vious offenses? 

Senator SPECTER. Yes; that is right, Mr. Chairman. The reason 
for that is that it is a practical impossibility, given the records' 
system, to go back and get into the facts of the other cases. I think 
that the reality is that when you deal with somebody who has been 
convicted of two or more robberies or burglaries—and I say it is 
going to really be a lot more in most cases—that we are dealing 
with someone where the State has already had a chance, and they 
have already had a chance. 

I might just add one related point. I believe we have to move in 
the prison area so that we stop releasing functional illiterates. The 
State courts emd prisons are going to have to turn out men and 
women who know how to read and write and have a basic skill. I 
have legislation pending to that effect, S. 1690, and I think that is 
something that you and I should address ourselves to in the next 
session. And I think this statute will move that along. 

So that when a person has had that opportunity in the State 
court system, and even if we do not know that a firearm was used, 
we will be dealing with people who either ought to have made it by 
this time, or where we have to be very, very tough. But the direct 
answer to your question is that we do not contemplate proving the 
use of a firearm in the previous offenses. 

Mr. HUGHES. Just one final question. We have considered, as has 
the Senate side, some of the elements of a handgun abuse bill, in- 
cluding mandatory sentences, the waiting period I mentioned, and 
the requirement of the reporting of a theft of handguns which I 
think is fairly noncontroversial. I do not know of mfmy people who 
advocate the right to possess machineguns and silencers, so I would 
trust that that would be rather noncontroversial—although I am 
not sure about that. 

HOW would the gentleman firom Pennsylvania feel about a pack- 
age that would include those provisions? 

Senator SPECTER. Well, I would be favorably disposed toward 
some of them, Mr. Chfiirman, but I think that it would prevent pas- 
sage of the bill at this time. Whenever you get into anything which 
starts to move toward gun control—which the waiting period would 
be and the confirmation period would be—then focus shifts to those 
elements and we loose sight of the career criminal provisions. 
There is no longer any time for protracted debate in this Congress 
on controversial gun control measures. It is just not doable. 
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However, I am prepared to work with you on that as we move 
down the line. 

Mr. HUGHES. I think the gentleman is right on that, although I 
hate to say it. 

Senator SPECTER. It just becomes an impracticality. 
Mr. HUGHES. We were discussing with some select members of 

this body a few weeks back the subject of handgun abuse, and we 
never got beyond the title, "handgun abuse." There was even some 
debate about that. So I think the gentleman probably is correct in 
that regard. 

The gentleman from New York. 
Mr. FISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator, I just wanted to address one concern—that is, the Feder- 

al interest in this issue. I see no reference in the bill to interstate 
commerce. If I am correct, the Federal nexus in the legislation is 
merely the use of a firearm. Are there any limits on the Federal 
Government's ability to legislate in the firearms area? 

For example, as I read this bill, a person who is not in possession 
of a firearm himself could be convicted of a Federal crime, even 
though he is unaware of the other participant's possession of a fire- 
arm. I question whether this is a sufficient nexus. 

Senator SPECTER. Ckingressman Fish, the later drafts and the one 
as approved by the Judiciary Committee picks up the concern 
which you have expressed. I think the point you make is a very 
valid one. It had come to our attention and we have relied upon 
the interstate commerce aspect of the career criminal, as well. 

Section 2 of the later version, which I am sorry we had not pro- 
vided you with but shall: robberies and burglaries adversely affect 
interstate commerce; robberies of banks, stores, and travelers di- 
rectly interferes with the free flow of funds, goods, services, and 
people; burglaries increase insurance rates, depreciate the value of 
real estate, and contribute to the decline of neighborhoods; et 
cetera. So we do base the authority of the Federal Government 
here on the commerce clause. 

The clearest iurisdictional base would be the firearms issue, be- 
cause there is litigation on that. I think a direct answer to your 
question is that the courts have upheld the Federal legislation on 
firearms without limit because of the facts that firearms do cross 
interstate commerce. 

I believe factually, too, that when you deal with these career 
criminals and look at the criminal records, as I have on so many, 
once a person is in a career criminal category they have convic- 
tions in New York State, in New Jersey, in Pennsylvania, in Ohio, 
in California, and they are multicolored "crimmies," or criminal 
records. Not all of them do, but there is a sufficient nexus with a 
career criminal classification so that I think the conclusion of in- 
terstate activity is inescapable. 

Mr. FISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HUGHES. Thank you. 
We thank you very much. Your statement has been most helpful, 

and we appreciate it very much. 
Senator SPECTER. Mr. Chairman, I would add one word. I was 

talking with our distinguished colleague from the House, and the 
gentleman and I have been discussing the bail provision. I am not 



inflexible on that. My sense is that a tougher bail standard would 
be appropriate, but that is something which is negotiable. I want to 
be flexible on the matter to get the central point, and I sense that 
there is an issue of momentum here. I should have added that I 
have talked to the majority leader, Senator Baker, who has assured 
me that I could have floor time on this bill if I get agreement to 
limit debate. I have talked to Senator Biden, the ranking member 
of the Judiciary Committee, who is agreeable to a 1-hour time 
limit, and I anticipate that we can get this passed in the Senate 
next week. 

So I have got my Angers crossed; and you understand when I say 
"anticipate." But as long as we can preserve the central idea and 
move ahead, I think momentum is very important. As we work on 
the Justice Assistance Act and as we work here, and as we work on 
the whole package, I believe we can provide some teamwork with 
our respective committees and with the White House. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. HUGHES. I agree. Thank you. We look forward to working 

with you to see if we cannot move something forward on this most 
important subject. 

The hearing stands recessed for 10 minutes. 
[Recess.] 
Mr. HUGHES. The Subcommittee on Crime will come to order. 
At this time we welcome our distinguished colleague from 

Oregon, the Honorable Congressman Ron Wyden. Ron graduated 
from Stanford University with an A.B. in political science with dis- 
tinction. He subsequently attended and graduated from the Univer- 
sity of Oregon School of Law in 1974. In his career he has been the 
cofounder and codirector of the Oregon Gray Panthers, director of 
the Oregon L^al Services for the Elderly, instructor of gerontology 
at the University of Oregon, Portland State, and the University of 
Portland. He was elected as Representative of the Third District of 
Oregon in 1980, and has committee assignments on Energy and 
Commerce, Small Business, and Aging. 

He has made a real mark for himself in the Congress in the 
short time he has been here, and we welcome you, Ron. We have 
your statement which, without objection, will be made a part of the 
record and you may proceed as you see fit. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. RON WYDEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD DISTRICT OF PORTLAND, OREG. 
Mr. WYDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I really am 

grateful to you and to other members of the subcommittee for hold- 
ing this hearing. Just as an aside, freshmen around here look 
quickly for people that they wants to seek counsel from, and you 
have just been exceptionEdly kind to me in this area in the first 
year I have been in the Congress. I want you to know how much I 
appreciate the chance to counsel with you on these kinds of sub- 
jects and other issues, particularly on the ones that affect the met- 
ropolitan areas in this country. 

Mr. Cheiirman, I introduced this legislation after hearing countr 
less horror stories from my constituents in Portland, Oreg., about 
the dramatic rise in crime, and especially crimes against property 
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and how it has affected their daily lives. In our city of Portland we 
have seen an increase in these crimes of 24 percent in 1981, which 
is the fastest rate of increase in the country. 

This surge was led by a 30-percent increase in robberies and 
burglaries. On a per capita basis Portland now ranks second na- 
tionally in serious crime, and second in crime against property. 

You were gracious enough to talk a little bit about my back- 
ground with senior citizens. That is really how I got interested in 
this area. I am not somebody who brings to this subject the kind of 
expertise that you do, that Senator Specter does. My background in 
law enforcement was limited to a couple of summers in a district 
attorney's office, so I know when I am over my head from a techni- 
cal standpoint. 

I got interested in this area from the senior citizens who literally 
in this country are just putting themselves in their homes almost 
as prison. They are afraid to go out at night. They are afraid of 
going out on the streets past 4 o'clock because they will be at- 
tacked, or their homeb :ire going to be broken into and ransacked. 
This is not a situation that is unique to Portland, Oreg. I think it is 
true particularly in the metropolitan areas in this country and a 
lot of communities that do not consider themselves very large, as 
well. 

Violent crime is anonjmious; it is vicious. All the public opinion 
polls, to the extent we use those as a barometer, show that violent 
crime ranks at the very top of the problems that are of deep con- 
cern to Americans. 

Now I do not expect H.R. 6386—and I think Senator Specter 
would say as well—to resolve all of America's crime problem by 
itself. I think it is a small, yet still very solid step in the right di- 
rection and in fact a chance for the Federal Government to lend a 
much-needed hemd to the local criminal justice officials who really 
are just under siege. They are beleaguered; they are tndng to grap- 
ple at a time of reduced resources with an unprecedented crime 
wave. I see this bill as a chance to throw a lifeline to them, to 
throw them a little bit of help in a time when they are strapped. 

Eighty percent—and I use this just as an example of one jurisdic- 
tion in the country—80 percent of all convicted felons were sen- 
tenced to probation in my State of Oregon in 1980. Hard-core crimi- 
nals sentenced to the State penitentiary end up serving an average 
of only 17 months, even though the average sentence levied for 
these felons is 9.9 years. I think it is almost exclusively due to the 
fact that there just are not the resources to handle them. These are 
dangerous people, but because the system is so strapped we just are 
putting these people back on the street jmd putting them out when 
it is a risk to society. 

Now what Senator Specter and I seek to do is to expand Federal 
criminal jurisdiction by focusing on just the very worst habitual of- 
fenders. 'The number of crimes committed by these career criminals 
is pretty mind boggling. A leading study indicated that 50 percent 
of all crime, and two-thirds of all violent crime is committed by 
just 6 percent of the criminal population. 

Because this legislation does not call for an increase in funding 
for the Justice Department, I think both the Senator and I want to 
emphasize that we do not see hundreds of thousands of prosecu- 
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tions being brought under this legislation. In fact, that would 
really defeat the purpose. As the Senator said, the Justice Depart- 
ment has indicated that 500 cases would be prosecuted. We could 
do that without any increase in Federal resources. And as he out- 
lined the impact on the State courts would be very significant. 

Now even with limited Federal prosecution and incarceration, I 
think this bUl could play a significant role in reducing what really 
is an epidemic of armed robberies and burglaries. If several him- 
dred of the worst career crimintds are sentenced to 15-year Federal 
prison terms, that in itself will prevent tens of thousands of felo- 
nies. 

More important, the existence of this sort of no-nonsense tough 
Federal statute ought to have a deterrent effect; because we are 
trying to deal with a unique kind of person as far as the criminal 
justice system is concerned. That is somebody who is not acting out 
of impuke in a cavedier kind of way, but somebody who is rational, 
who is calculating, street smart, and who we think is going to get 
the message about a new Federal statute like this. 

Once a career criminal has been apprehended, convicted twice of 
robbery or burglary, that person if this law is enacted has got to 
think long and hard about doing it again, because a third convic- 
tion no longer will automatically mean, well, you are just moving 
through the revolving door of the local criminal justice system that 
they know is strapped and they know is overloaded and they are 
back on the street. I think that in effect we are going to tell those 
people: You are no longer going to be able to assume that you can 
just thumb your nose at the system and quickly just go back on the 
street and take advantage of innocent people. 

I would just like to touch for one quick second, Mr. Chairman, 
and then break this off, on some of the differences between the 
Senator's bill and mine. As he said, we want to remain very flexi- 
ble on this to negotiate with you and with subcommittee members 
in every way possible because this is certainly not set in stone. Let 
me just touch on a couple of the considerations. 

My bill does not have a restrictive bail provision, Mr. Chairman. 
It is silent on the question of whether or not prior convictions need 
be alleged in the indictment. The offense itself is defined a little 
more narrowly in H.R. 6386. Conspiracy to commit a robbery or 
burglary is not included. The section outlining the relationship be- 
tween local and Federal prosecutors in deciding which cases ought 
to be prosecuted has been redrafted. Virtually all of these sugges- 
tions are ones that we followed up in conjunction with the subcom- 
mittee staff. 

I do really want to compliment them on just resdly helping us 
very generously to try to deal with some of these areas that are 
quite tricky from a legal standpoint. 

The other one is the issue of concurrent jurisdiction. I certainly 
want to emphasize that I would never condone the Federal prosecu- 
tors yanking jurisdiction away from local prosecutors without prior 
consultation. What we hear from local prosecutors is that, in effect, 
in the real world in what they have to face on a regular basis this 
is not likely to be a serious problem. 

For one thing, the initial investigation would remain with local 
authorities. The U.S. attorney would most likely not even be aware 
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of the applicability of the statute to a particular defendant unless 
they were notified by the local authorities. 

"Hie second is, these are not high-profile, headline-grabbing kinds 
of crimes. I do not foresee a local prosecutor objecting to a limited 
Federal prosecution of carefully selected defendants. 

I think the third reason that this should not be a problem is that 
the law enforcement coordinating committees that are now being 
established in each of the 94 Federal judicial districts, which is a 
key recommendation of the AG's Task Force on Violent Crime, 
ought to provide an excellent forum for consultation amd coordina- 
tion between State and local prosecutors. 

I am told that nearly all of these committees now are in place 
and are working very well thus far. They are specifically designed 
to promote a sharing of information, joint investigations and pros- 
ecutions, and in effect trying to help us allocate our resources in 
the law enforcement area just as well as we possibly can. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I think this bill is going to complement 
rather than interfere with a State habitual offender, and hence 
sentencing statutes. These statutes are of little value if prison 
space is not available or local prosecutors lack the adequate re- 
sources. A Federal career criminal bill again would assist those 
local officials by triggering a Federal prosecution, and again the 
prospect of inceircerating the worst habitual offenders. 

This legislation would also compliment local career criminal 
prosecution units that have sprung up in response to the incredible 
number of crimes committed by the career criminals. By providing 
adequate investigatory time and resources and severely restricting 
plea bargaining, these units reflect a serious attempt to crack down 
on the worst habitual offenders. And again I think we are comple- 
menting those units with this kind of legislation. 

I think, too, that this complements the direction we are going in 
with respect to the Justice Assistance Act that you so carefully 
drafted and have moved out of this subcommittee and gotten 
passed by the House really by a tremendous margin. It must have 
been 4 or 5 to 1 or something like that. I hope that the Senate is 
going to pass this bill before we go home for the election period, 
but I think this bill is also going to be a complement to that kind of 
direct financial assistance to local crime fighting officials. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, let me break it off for your questions. 
Again, just from one freshman who looks for counsel from senior 
members, I want you to know how much I have appreciated work- 
ing with you in my first term in the Congress. I am grateful to 
have the chance to work with you on this legislation, as well. 

Mr. HUGHES. Well, thank you, Ron. You are kind. I do not think 
of myself as a "senior member." [Laughter.] 

Does that mean I cannot run against the Congress anymore? 
[Laughter.] 

You have really given us a good statement and I have got to com- 
mend you. You have done a good job in advancing your concerns in 
this area and I am grateful. 

As you know, I have two basic concerns. One is the nexus issue 
which our distinguished colleague from New York raised. The 
second is resources. We are a lousy partner right now with State 
and local units of government. We are not providing the kind of 
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resources that are needed to do a good job. Our decimation policy 
in bank robbery for instance right now is 80 percent in some juris- 
dictions—or at least that is what it was; I have not gotten an 
update on it. 

We are doing a very good job in southern Florida right now with 
our task force operations, but we have moved them from other 
parts of the country. We have shortchanged other offices, and we 
nave demonstrated that if we are really serious about addressing a 
particular crime problem, we can do it by committing the re- 
sources. So those two areas really give me some concern. 

I £^ee with your assessment of the habitual offender provisions. 
The State prisons are overcrowded and they are up to their eye- 
balls. Many jurisdictions are now releasing prisoners because of a 
reassessment of prison space. Some jurisdictions are under court 
orders to reduce the prison population but, Ron, we are crowded 
now in the Federal system also, and we are going to be terribly 
overcrowded if we do not make some major commitments at the 
Federal level. 

So I am not so sure that we are not going to have the same prob- 
lem at the Federal level. My question to you basically would boil 
down to this: 

I think something is needed to try to focus in on the career 
criminals. I think we have got to taie the scarce resources and 
tai^et them in a very focused way to try to incarcerate those 
people, those habitual offenders that find themselves in the system 
first as juveniles and then as adult offenders. We have got to start 
doing it early on in the juvenile area. The habitual offenders in the 
juvenile system need a lot of attention because they often become 
our graduate students committing adult crimes. 

How would you feel about making the bill very focused and tying 
it in with those offenses where there is a Federal nexus, for in- 
stance "armed robberies," it is pretty obvious from the criminal 
history that the individual is crossing State lines to commit of- 
fenses. In those instances we can develop a career criminal pro- 

fram which actually impacts into State commerce and also show a 
ederal nexus? How would you feel about that? 
Mr. WYDEN. Let me touch on the nexus question just for a second 

broadly, smd then zero in on nexus as far as armed robberies are 
concerned. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that when you talk about 
nexus you talk from the standpoint of both law and policy, public 
policy, and then from a strictly legal standpoint. 

The Justice Department, the Congressional Research Service, 
and others who have studied the question of nexus in this area 
have indicated that our bill is constitutional. They have looked at 
it from a legal standpoint. The Supreme Court has upheld other 
Federal statutes that stretch the commerce clause at least this far. 
The interstate commerce definition of "nexus" here would include 
firearms traveling in interstate commerce. Many career criminals 
fence stolen goods in interstate commerce. Many career criminals 
are drug addicts and trjifficking in drugs involved in interstate 
commerce. Robbed businesses have their goods that are stolen sold 
in interstate commerce. 

So from a legal standpoint, I think we have passed constitutional 
muster and can meet the question of nexus. Those are opinions 
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that have been passed on, as I say, by the Justice Department, the 
Congressional Research Service, and several others who have stud- 
ied the bill. 

Then we get to the policy question. 
Mr. HUGHES. That is the most important question. 
Mr. WYDEN. Which is important. I would make the case that be- 

cause of the wave of crime that threatens to engulf us, from a 
policy standpoint that nexus ought to be found. 

Now you asked specifically about the armed robbery kind of situ- 
ation where, yes, there is a sharper nexus there. And without prob- 
ably having a chance to consult with the Senator who is pushing 
on the Senate side for this legislation, I probably should not get in 
too deep on this; but I think the feeling would be, Mr. Chairman, 
that if that was all we could get, that would be a beginning in the 
career criminal area. But before I would take a position on that, I 
would want to consult with him. 

I just feel, as I say, that not only can we meet the legal standard 
for constitutional muster, but from the policy standpoint I just 
think that because of what we have seen in this country we ought 
to stretch to find the nexus to deal with a very real problem. I 
think that is what the founders of our governmental system 
thought we ought to do, to stretch to deal with the real-world prob- 
lems, and I think we are going to have this problem on our hands 
for a number of years to come. 

I can just share my feeling. I would much rather see us get ade- 
quate resources to the law enforcement system rather than spend 
for some Darth Vador weapon systems that are not working very 
well and would not secure us very much if they did. But that is not 
on the agenda right now. That is not the choice. So we have got to 
figure out how to mjike our resources stretch further. 

So that is why I would hope that from a policy standpoint that 
we would find that nexus and be able to enact the career criminal 
legislation both on the robberies and on the burglaries side. 

Mr. HUGHES. I understand, and I respect your position. I suspect 
I would be a little more enthuasistic about that approach if we 
were better partners right now with the States on the matters that 
are truly Federal in jurisdiction and that we were committing the 
resources to do it. 

It has only been a few months ago that we had a declination 
policy in southern Florida of Federal prosecution of trafficking in 
two tons of marihuana or less. The State's attorney was up to his 
eyeballs, or she was, with marihuana and they were sending it 
back to the U.S. attorney. We have changed that policy, but that 
was the policy because of the lack of Federal resources in an area 
that is clearly Federal. 

Mr. WYDEN. If I might, Mr. Chairman, just on this question of 
resources, I do not think anyone—and certainly no one who has 
been in this area—debates that our Federal prisons are over- 
crowded. I think that is obvious. But the projections are that sever- 
al hundred beds would be available in the first year after this legis- 
lation was enacted. Specifically, the Federal prison in Atlanta is 
scheduled to release several hundred Cubem refugees. Also I under- 
stand that there is a Rand Corp. study in California that showed 
that by incarcerating the hardcore repeat offenders and not incar- 
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Derating the first or second offenders, the rate of robbery £ind bur- 
glary, and the total prison population could be reduced. 

So in other words it is a matter of making sure what jail beds 
you have got in this system that you and I would like to see get 
more resources. What are we going to do to make sure that the 
available jail beds are used for the very worst kind of people that 
are out there in the system? 

Mr. HUGHES. I certainly agree with that. 
The gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. SAWYER. I am sympathetic with the notion that the vast ma- 

jority of the crimes committed—are committed by a relatively 
small number of people—and I think anybody who has been in law 
enforcement would agree. 

There are a couple of problems, though. One is the one the chair- 
man just mentioned that, at least in my area, the western district 
of Michigan, the Federal Government will not prosecute most vio- 
lations of the Doyer Act involving interstate transportation of 
stolen automobiles? They have stopped for a number of years pros- 
ecuting that. 

They also will not normally prosecute bank robbery cases, even 
though they have jurisdiction. They will leave it to local prosecu- 
tors. This of course, is also the case with respect to small amounts 
of drugs and some are not really that small. They jvist do not have 
the resources to take care of all of the things over which they al- 
ready have jurisdiction. I, therefore, question whether giving them 
additional criminal jurisdiction is going to result in their doing 
much with it. 

There is a second and more important problem which I think has 
to be brought into play if this kind of thing is going to work. Michi- 
fan is one of five or six States now that have mandatory additional 

-year sentences, for any crime committed with a gun unless the 
crime itself is having a gun. These sentences are not subject to 
p^arole or suspension and the defendant is not eligible for proba- 
tion. 

We also have a career criminal statute, and have had for some 
time, which increases the penalty 50 percent, and by 100 percent 
for the third felony. We call it "supplementing." 

The problem is that both the gun law and the supplementing law 
is that they are used for plea bargaining purposes. It is hard for me 
to see how you avoid that, as a practical matter. If somebody is ar- 
rested for armed robbery, very often they will plead ^ilty to the 
armed robbery—which in Michigan could carry up to hfe imprison- 
ment, although they do not normally get that out to drop the man- 
datory gun and/or they will plead to some other underlying offense 
if you agree to drop the supplement. 

With the prosecutorial loads being what they are, and since the 
resources on the State and county level are no different than on 
the Federal level in light of the tremendous demand created by the 
amount of crime, how do you make the thing work when you have 
those practical aspects entering into it? 

Mr. WYDEN. Well, I think the proof in the pudding is that the 
local officials say they wemt it, and the Federal Government is on 
record as saying they want it. When I introduced this legislation, I 
consulted extensively with our district attorney «md our U.S. attor- 
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ney's office. And they said the first thing they liked about this was 
that in no way could it hurt. It would give them another tool. It 
would give them a chance to, in a few cases, work to really help a 
criminal justice system that is beleaguered. 

I started in my opening statement by saying that in Oregon if 
you are convicted of a serious felony and you are sentenced to 10 
years, you are out in just 1 V'i. years or something like that. I think 
that when you look at these examples—eind I would ask you per- 
haps to just touch base with your own local officials and your own 
U.S. attorney's office, you will hear good things from them. 

Mr. SAWYER. I am in touch with them all the time. But there is 
no argument. Every local law enforcement official, whether he be a 
prosecuting attorney, which is what we call them in Michigan, a 
district attorney in other areas, or U.S. attorney they want all the 
tools they can get. I am sjTnpathetic with them, but I would like to 
go a step further and see it work and get some teeth into it that it 
cannot be used for plea bargaining. Of course, they are delighted to 
have something else to plea bargain with. 

I just think it defeats the intent of the law when that is done so 
regularly, although it is hard for me to see how you prevent it 
from being done. I have been trying to draft some legislation 
myself to avoid this, but I have to confess that I have been less 
than satisfied with my own efforts along that line. Do you have 
any thoughts on that? 

Mr. WYDEN. I would have some thoughts on it. The question 
again is not unlike the question the chairman asked Senator Spec- 
ter about guns. It brings us into a whole new area that I think 
would weigh this legislation down with such political problems that 
it could not go anywhere. I am sjmipathetic to that point, as well, 
dealing with the plea bargaining problem; but we have tried to 
keep this relatively simple and relatively direct. That is why we 
avoided some of the gun questions, which I happen  

Mr. SAWYER. But the mandatory gun sentencing now has the 
support of the NRA, for example. Who would be one of the forces 
lobbying against it. They now support that. 

Mr. WYDEN. You asked about the plea bargaining question. 
Mr. SAWYER. Yes; right. But you injected guns into the plea bar- 

gaining question, which is a concern of mine. 
Mr. WYDEN. NO; I used that as another example. You wanted us 

to add something  
Mr. SAvnfER. Right. 
Mr. WYDEN [continuing]. Into the legislation dealing with plea 

bargaining. The chairman asked Senator Specter when he was here 
about some things that could be added to the bill with guns, and 
the two problems I think are analogous. I think both of them would 
create so many additional problems for this legislation politically 
that it just would not go forward. I am very sjmipathetic to what 
you are talking about, and I would like to work on that, but I sus- 
pect it is going to be in a separate bill rather than attached to 
something like this. 

Mr. SAWYER. Well, what you say about Oregon, of course, is no 
different in the Federal Government or, really, in any of the States 
that I am familiar with. The actual time served is approximately 
about one-third of the sentence in most cases. If we ever get a 
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Criminal Code bill out of subcommittee, it will correct that in the 
Federal. We have what we call "truth in sentencing" there. The 
way it is now, everybody but the public knows what the actual sen- 
tence is. The judge knows when he savs "9" he means "3." The de- 
fendant knows that when he says "9' he means "3," and so do all 
the lawyers. But the press says he was sentenced to 9 and the 
public goes happily on their way thinking he got 9, and it strikes 
me that that should be changed. But that is somewhat of an addi- 
tional question. 

But any thought you might give as to how you prevent a weapon 
or a tool, such as this from being used just for plea bargaining 
would be of interest to me. I would really like to help push a thing 
like that. As I say, I worked on it myself and I have not been total- 
ly satisfied. 

Mr. WYDEN. As I said earlier, I am no authority on this area, and 
I am venr sympathetic to what you are tfdking about. My only con- 
cern is, like another area that we would get into, that this could 
weigh down this bill and break off some momentum. I think we 
have got some momentum now because of the support of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. I understand that the local law en- 
forcement officials around the country are coming out for this, and 
coming out for it strongly. That is why I would like to keep this 
close to what we have got now and attack the plea bargaining issue 
in a separate legislative initiative. But I would like to work with 
you on it because I think it is important. 

Mr. SAWYER. lyield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HUGHES. Thsmk you. 
The gentleman from New York. 
Mr. FISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I share the concern of my colleagues on the question of resources 

in the Federal jurisdiction. Senator Specter, for example, advanced 
the argument that the mere existence of this bill on the statute 
books would cause career criminals to think twice about a third of- 
fense. But I submit to you that the career criminal is a business- 
man. He has made a decision not to be a Congressman or a lawyer, 
but to go into a very successful career with little overhead, small 
risk of apprehension, and no taxes. So that I think he would be the 
first person to find out that this really was not going to reach him 
and that it is just as a toothless tiger. 

In determining the formulation in H.R. 6386, you must have con- 
sidered other approaches and discarded them. Could you tell me 
about limiting the coverage to existing Federal crimes such as 
bank robberies, and other robberies within the Federal jurisdic- 
tion? 

Second, if we are trsong to reach what is basically a State respon- 
sibility, was any thought given to a model law, or approaching 
some group that is concerned with a uniform statute so that your 
mandatory provisions would be in effect throughout the 50 States? 

Mr. WYDEN. On the first question of whether other crimes were 
considered, the answer to that is "yes." Senator Specter tried to 
touch on that, whether there ought to be rape—there were a wide 
variety of other crimes considered. These two were singled out be- 
cause we felt that this was one area where you could have a coop- 
erative relationship between local government and Federal pros- 
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ecutors when we talked to people at the local level. These were two 
areas that they singled out. That is why I tried to cite, for example, 
in my community the tremendous surge of crime in those two par- 
ticular areas. I think that has been true around the country. 

As far as the model law is concerned, I think that does not ad- 
dress what the local jurisdictions need the most, which is some 
help as far as individual cases, trying to stretch their resources, 
someone who would be able to throw them a relatively modest life- 
line and get some of the very worst people in the community off 
the street. 

I just happened to think when you touched earlier on the profile 
of the career criminal, a guy who is not thinking about paying his 
taxes and the rest, and I would agree with you. I just think those 
people play percentages. I think the idea now is that if you have 
fot two convictions and this is on the books, you have got a chance, 

'ou have got a chance to be had; whereas, today, you just move 
through the revolving door of the criminal justice system. 

You know the district attomejrs are strapped. You know the 
court docket is overloaded. You know that everything in the system 
focuses today on your not being placed at much risk. We are 
upping the ante. We are playing the percentages now so that we 
have got another tool and that person has got to think a little bit 
more. I think that is something worth pursuing. 

So many of the juvenile offenders, a kid steals something, makes 
a mistake, that is not the person we are talking about. Senator 
Specter said the people who are most likely to get this are the ones 
not third offense but 8, 10, 12 offenses with those multicolored 
criminEd records all over the country. I think that this legislation 
does send a message to those kind of people and is worth pursuing 
for that reason. 

Mr. FISH. There is just one other area I would like to comment 
on. I want to explore whether or not we have an ex post facto prob- 
lem here. On the top of page 2 of the bill the relevant language 
provides that the defendant must commit either robbery or bur- 
glary and that before the date of that robbery he must have been 
convicted of two other robberies or burglaries. 

Now let us assume this becomes law. Do you have a grace 
period? Or if this became law on Jftnuary 1, and you committed a 
third robbery on January 2, is it applicable? Is thiis bill applicable 
to that individual? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Fish, I was not aware of that problem. With 
your consent and the chairman's consent, if we could get back to 
the subcommittee on that, it was in no way our intent to create an 
ex post facto problem. 

Mr. FISH. Well, I do not know that you have. 
Mr. HUGHES. The record will remeiin open so that you caui submit 

that. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
Mr. WYDKN. The intent of HR 6386 is to permit prosecution of an individual 

charged with armed robbery or burglary even if the requisite two prior convictions 
occurred prior to the effective date of the new federal statute. I tnink this can be 
done without creating an ex poet facto problem. 

My understanding of the ex fKWt facto prohibition is that conduct that was legal 
or innocent at the time it occurred cannot be deemed illegal after the fact. In my 
view, the two prior convictions necessary to trigger federal criminal jurisdiction 
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under HR 6386 can in no way be classified as conduct that was legal at the time it 
occurred. 

The Library of Congress, in analyzing the constitutionality of Senator Specter's 
bill, noted that this statute would in many ways be analogous to the Dangerous Spe- 
cial Drug Offender statute (21 U.S.C. 849). This statute permits enhanced sentencing 
for persons previously convicted of two or more drug trafficking offenses. In United 
States V. Sierra [297 F.2d 531, cert, denied 369 U.S. 853 (1962)] the Second Circuit 
Court of Appeals rejected a constitutional challenge to this statute based on both 
the Double Jeopardy Clause and the ex post facto prohibition. 

Mr. WYDEN. I would like to talk to counsel about that. And 
should counsel and the subcommittee find a problem in that area, 
we would attend to it and remedy it quickly. 

Mr. FISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HUGHES. The gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Wyden, I would appreciate your thoughts on another aspect 

of the practicality of this proposal, which involves law enforcement 
personnel investigating and preparing the evidence for prosecution. 
Let us suppose that we have a situation involving someone who has 
been convicted twice previously of robbery or burglary in the city 
of Portland or wherever, and local law enforcement resources are 
employed in gathering evidence, investigating the case, preparing 
for prosecution, and for the filing of an information or the obtain- 
ing of an indictment. 

At what point would the U.S. attorney really have the authority 
or motivation to ask to have Federal law enforcement or investiga- 
tory resources applied to this case? The practicalities of it seem to 
me to be something that we have seen evidenced in other circum- 
stances. It almost requires that you approach something of this 
nature with a task-force type of approach, and that implies a geo- 
graphic fix on the approach. 

Otherwise, there is likely to be a lack of actual concurrent action 
or the getting together of local and perhaps State and Federal law 
enforcement personnel to coordinate the investigation. 

Would you have any comment in that area? 
Mr. WYDEN. I think, first, that the law enforcement coordinating 

committees that are now being established in each of the 94 Feder- 
al judicial districts—and this was one of the AG's key recommenda- 
tions—provides us that kind of a forum for coordination and con- 
sultation. 

There is no question that concurrent jurisdiction is a tricky kind 
of matter. I just think with these committees now in place, the re- 
ports are that they are working well already, facilitating the kind 
of routine sharing of information that we would like to see, that 
this legislation will complement the effort that is taking place now. 

The other thing is, you describe the way a situation like this 
might arise in a real world nature of law enforcement. My feeling 
is that the U.S. attorney is not likely to be aware of the applicabil- 
ity of this statute to a particular defendant unless the local au- 
thorities csmie forward. 

So I think right from the outset you see some consultation 
simply because the local people are coming to them saying, you 
know, we have been working in this area, it is not a high-proiile, 
headline-grabbing thing. The local peo^e know they have some- 
thing on their hands that is a problem. They want to sit down and 
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them some assistance, who might be able to move as we should on 
that person. 

I think just by nature of how these situations are going to arise, 
with people on the Federal level not knowing about them until 
people at the local level bring them in to them, it is going to bring 
about the kind of consultation and dialog that we want to see. 

Mr. KINDNESS. OK. I think I differ in my evaluation of human 
nature. If the resources have been employed to prepare a prosecu- 
tion—that is, to get the case prepared for an indictment or infor- 
mation to be filed—presumably, barring some shortcoming of the 
State law, the local prosecutor is going to say in this kind of case: 
"We have got the goods on this person at this time and we will put 
him away for good." 

I can hardly conceive of a situation in which, barring a shortcom- 
ing in State law, the local prosecutor would say, "Our people are 
turning this case over to you, Mr. U.S. Attorney," and the U.S. at- 
torney would say, "We do not have any file on it at all; we have no 
evidence put together of our own, we have to do a certain amount 
of restructuring or reexamination of the investigation." 

You have an element of delay, perhaps. Coordination might be a 
lot better than I am describing, but it is just a little hard for me to 
foresee very much use of this. You have indicated that the use of it 
would not be all that great, of course. 

But let me turn to one other point, just as a small item. I believe 
I know the answer to this, but I want to be sure of the intention. 
On page 3 of the bill in lines 9 and 10, there is reference to the 
Attorney General or the Assistant Attorney General certifying two 
items. I believe that is intended to mean certifying in such a 
manner that that would be made part of the record of the court, in 
the U.S. district court, when the indictment or information is made 
a part of the record there. 

Is that the correct intention? 
Mr. WYDEN. I think that it is, yes. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. HUGHES. Thank you, Mr. Kindness. And thank you, Ron. 
Mr. WYDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
[The statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OP CONGRESSMAN RON WYDEN 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to express ray sincere appreciation to you and to the 
members of the subcommittee for holding this hearing and for giving me an oppor- 
tunity to testify on behalf of the Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Art of 
1982 (HR 6386), a bill I introduced on May 13 of this year. 

As you know, this bill would permit federal prosecution of an individual who, 
after being previously convicted of two or more felony robberies or burglaries in any 
jurisdirtion, is charged with a third robbery or burglary involving the use of a fire- 
arm. 

Conviction under this new sertion of the federal criminal code would trigger a 
minimum 15-year sentence in a federal penitentiary with no possibility of parole. 

Mr. Chairman, I introduced this legislation after hearing countless horror stories 
from my Portland, Oregon constituents about the dramatic rise in crime—especially 
crimes against property—and how it has affected their daily lives. 

Serious crime in Portland increased 24 per cent in 1981, the fastest rate of in- 
crease in the country. This surge was led by a 30 per cent increase in robberies and 
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burglaries. On a per capita basis, Portland now ranks second nationally in serious 
crime and second in crimes against property. 

Senior citizens and others are forceid to become prisoners in their own homes, 
afraid that, if they venture out, they will be attacked on the street or their homes 
will be broken into and ransacked. 

This situation is certainly not unique to Portland, Oregon. National statistics are 
equally sobering. Public opinion polls consistently show that crime ranks at the 
very top of problems that are of deep concern to all Americans. 

Violent crime is anonymous and vicious. It is physically, psychologically and fi- 
nancially devastating to the lives of its innocent victims. 

I do not expect HR 6386 to solve America's crime problem by itself. Instead, I see 
it as a small but solid step in the right direction, an opportunity for the federal gov- 
ernment to lend a much-needed hand to beleaguered local criminal justice officials 
trying to grapple with this unprecedented crime wave. 

It's no secret that local criminal justice resources are stretched to the limit—and 
beyond. Because of a limited number of prosecutors and investigators, a huge back- 
log of cases pending in our courts, and a severe shortage of jail space, our cities and 
states are rapidly losing the war on crime. 

Local officials are forced to resort to excessive plea bargaining, too many proba- 
tionary sentences and too-early parole for many serious offenders. 

Eighty percent of all convicted felons were sentenced to probation in Oregon in 
1980. Hani-core criminals sentenced to the state penitentiary end up serving an 
average of only 17 months, even though the average sentence levied for these felons 
is 9.9 years. 

In New york City in 1979, only 4,000 fo 539,000 reported felonies resulted in even 
limited incarceration. The Deputy Police Commissioner recently noted that "large 
numbers of people with very serious criminal histories are serving only three to six 
months, largely because of plea bargaining." 

My bill would expand fcxleral criminal jurisdiction narrowly by focusing on the 
worst habitual offenders. The number of crimes committed by career criminsds is 
truly mind-boggling. A leading study indicated that 50 percent of all crime and % of 
all violent crime is committed by just 6 percent of the criminal population. 

Because this legislation does not call for an increase in funding for the Justice 
Department, I would not expect to see a large number of federal prosecutions. It is 
my understanding that the Justice Department has indicated that approximately 
500 cases could be prosecuted—and 500 convicted defendants incarcerated—without 
any increase in federal resources. 

Even with limited federal prosecution and incarceration, I believe this bill could 
play a significant role in reducing the epidemic of armed robberies and burglaries. 

If several hundred of the worst career criminals are sentenced to 15-year federal 
prison terms, that in itself wiU prevent tens of thousands of robberies and burglar- 
ies. 

More important, the existence of this sort of tough no-nonsense federal statute 
should have a substantial deterrent effect. 

The type of criminal this legislation seeks to stop is rational, calculating and 
street-smart. 

Awareness of this new federal statute will filter quickly down to the street. Once 
a career criminal has been apprehended and convicted twice of robbery and bur- 
glary, he will think long and hard about doing it again. 

A third conviction no longer will mean another trip through the revolving door of 
a severely overloaded local criminal justice system. 

These people no longer will be back on the streets again in a matter of a few 
hours, weeks or months—after pleading guilty to a reduced charge or after being 
paroled prematurely because the state penitentiary or county jail is overflowing. 

Repeat offenders no longer will be able to assume that they can thumb their nose 
at the system and quickly return to a life of preying on the safety and property of 
innocent victims. 

They instead will be faced with the very real possibility of spending 15 years in a 
federalpenitentiary with no possibility of parole. 

Mr. Chairman, HR 6386 is very similar to Senator Specter's Armed Career Crimi- 
nal Act (S 1688). There are a number of minor differences, however, most of which 
reflect consultation with the subcommittee staff. 

My bill does not include a restrictive bail provision. It is silent on the question of 
whether or not prior convictions need to be alleged in the indictment. 

The offense itself is defined more narrowly in HR 6386. Conspiracy to commit a 
robbery or burglary and attempted robbery or burglary are not included. 
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The section outlining the relationship between local and federal prosecutors in de- 
ciding which cases should be prosecuted in federal court has been redrafted at the 
suggestion of the subcommittee staff to mirror the notification and certification sec- 
tion of the Criminal Code Revision Act of 1980. 

I am aware that this issue of concurrent jurisdiction is a particularly sticky one. 
While it would not be appropriate to permit local officials to exercise absolute veto 
authority over a federal criminal statute, I certainly would not expect or condone 
federal prosecutors yanking jurisdiction away from local prosecutors without exten- 
sive prior consultation and consent. 

I honestly do not feel that—in practice—this would be a serious problem. 
For one thing, initial investigation of robberies and burglaries would remain with 

local authorities. The U.S. Attorney would most likely not even be aware of the ap- 
plicability of this statute to a particular defendant unless notified by local authori- 
ties. 

These are not high profile, headline—grabbing crimes. I do not forseee a local 
prosecutor objecting to limited federal prosecution of carefully selected defendants. 
Such individuals would have already passed through the local system twice and re- 
habilitation efforts would obviously have failed. 

In addition, the Law Enforcement Coordinating Committees now being established 
in each of the 94 federal judicial districts—a key recommendation of the Attorney 
General's Task Force on Violent Crime—will provide an excellent forum for consul- 
tation and coordination between state and local prosecutors. 

I am told that nearly all of these committees now are in place and are working 
very well thus far. They are specifically designed to facilitate routine sharing of in- 
formation, joint investigations and prosecutions, and planning for resource alloca- 
tion and overall law enforcement strategy. 

In short, I feel that these committees are tailor made to avoid concurrent jurisdic- 
tion problems. 

I also feel that this bill would complement rather than interfere with state habit- 
ual offender "enhanced sentencing" statutes. These statutes are of little value if 
prison space is not available or local prosecutors lack adequate resources. A federal 
career criminal bill would assist local officials by triggering federal prosecution and 
incarceration of the worst habitual offenders. 

This legislation would also complement local career criminal prosecution units 
that have sprung up in response to the incredible number of crimes committed by 
career criminals. By providing adequate investigatory time and resources and se- 
verely restricting plea bargaining, these units reflect a serious attempt to crack 
down on the worst habitual offenders. 

Career criminal units are one of 13 programs that would be eligible for federal 
matching funds under the Justice Assistance Act (HR 4481) that was so ably drafted 
by this subcommittee and passed the House by a 4-1 margin last February. It is my 
sincere hope that the Senate will also pass this bill before time runs out in the 97th 
Congress. There is no question that direct financial assistance is what local crime- 
fighting officials need more than anything else. 

Mr. Chairman, I am well aware that the crimes punishment under HR 6386 tradi- 
tionally have been left to state and local governments. I also believe that we should 
not expand federal criminal jurisdiction unless it is clearly necessary. 

But I think we all must realize violent crime is a national problem that has 
reached the point where a modest and thoughtful expanded federal role should be 
seriously considered. 

I honestly do not think a case ever would arise under HR 6386 where a US Attor- 
ney would commence prosecution over the objections of a local prosecutor. The 
nature of the crimes involved dictate instead a system of consultation and coordina- 
tion, with local and federal authorities working together to deal swiftly and effec- 
tively with the worst habitual offenders. 

With millions of Americans paralyzed by crime and the fear of crime, I believe 
the federal government should actively search for ways to lend a hand. 

The Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime recognized that increased 
cooperation and coordiaation between federal and local prosecutors and investiga- 
tors could effectively enhance the war against crime. 

Your Justice Assistance Act, Mr. Chairman, would provide a much needed finan- 
cial shot-in-the-arm to the local criminal justice system by helping fund proven suc- 
cessful programs. 

I think a career criminal bill could provide a modest but solid third step in a reju- 
venated federal effort to assist local officials in grappUng with this unprecedented epi- 
demic of crime. 
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Mr. HUGHES. I wonder if we can have Alexander Lehrer and 
Roger Olsen come forward, perhaps as a panel. Alexander Lehrer 
is the county prosecutor of Monmouth County, N.J. He is testifying 
on behalf of the National District Attornej^ Association. 

Mr. Lehrer was bom in Toms River, N.J., and educated in their 
public school system. He went on to the University of Connecticut, 
where he graduated with a B.S. degree in business in 1966, and 
then from Notre Dame Law School in 1969. He subsequently 
clerked for a New Jersey Superior Court, chancery division, prac- 
ticed law in Asbury Park, N.J., just north of my district, and has 
been a prosecutor in Monmouth County since 1978. He is also the 
State director of New Jersey's component of the National District 
Attorneys Association. 

We welcome you. Prosecutor Lehrer. 
Mr. LEHRER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Olsen, who is no stranger to this committee, re- 

ceived his B.A. degree from the University of Cedifornia in Berke- 
ley in 1964, his doctorate in law from Boalt Hall School of Law in 
1968, and his LL.M. in taxation from George Washington Universi- 
ty in 1977. 

He was a deputy district attorney in Oakland, Calif.; a trial at- 
torney with the Tax Division of the U.S. Department of Justice and 
engaged in the private practice of law in San Francisco and Wash- 
ington, D.C. His present responsibilities with the Department of 
Justice include supervision over the Fraud and Appellate sections, 
as well as the Office of International Affairs. Mr. Olsen, we wel- 
come you here today once again. 

Mr. OLSEN. Thank you. 
Mr. HUGHES. We have your statements. Without objection, they 

will be made a part of the record. At this point, we are going to 
stand in recess for about 10 minutes, so we can go catch our vote. 

[Recess.] 
Mr. HUGHES. The meeting will come to order. Prosecutor Lehrer, 

why don't you proceed? 

TESTIMONY OF ALEXANDER D. LEHRER, COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
OF MONMOUTH COUNTY, FREEHOLD, N. J., ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION 
Mr. LEHRER. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely appreciate the opportuni- 

ty to address you on behalf of the National District Attorneys Asso- 
ciation on this subject matter, and I am particularly honored to be 
here. Although you are not my Congressman, I have always felt 
that you have been, especially in the areas of criminal justice. The 
citizens of New Jersey to the north are very proud of the work you 
are doing, and very proud of you that you «u-e representing New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. Well, thank you. 
Did you get that? 
The REPORTER [nods in the affirmative]. [Laughter.] 

^Slr. LEHRER. The National District Attorneys Association is op- 
posed to this legislation and strongly urges that it not become the 
law of the land. This proposed legislation would establish a Federal 
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crime and provide a sentence of not less than 15 years for a third 
or subsequent burglary or robbery while armed. 

The prosecutors of America have traditionally placed the highest 
priority on the apprehension, conviction, and incarceration of 
armed robbers and burglars. These crimes have historically been 
the responsibility of local law enforcement officieds, and they are 
the ones most competent to deal with the problem due to their ex- 
pertise and familiarity with local conditions and offenders. 

Few dispute that law enforcement in America is essentially a 
local responsibility. This was most recently recognized by the At- 
torney General's Task Force on Violent Crime. The report was 
based on the premise that: 

In general, Federal action is appropriate when one or more of the following four 
conditions are met: 

The crime requires the creation and exercise of federal jurisdiction because it: 
Materially aiffects interstate commerce; occurs on a Federal reservation or in the 

District of Columbia; involves large criminal organizations or conspiracies that can 
be presumed to operate in the several states; or is a crime directed at a target of 
overriding national importance, such as the President of the United States. 

The problem caused by career robbers and burglars does not, 
under the above guidelines, require the degree of Federal cogni- 
zance contemplated by this act. Indeed, this expansion of Federal 
jurisdiction in the absence of compelling reasons threatens the deli- 
cate balance between Federal and local governments. 

There are other significant reasons why this legislation should 
not be enacted. In most jurisdictions encompassing large metropoli- 
tan areas U.S. attorneys cannot prosecute the serious cases cur- 
rently presented to them and currently within their Federal juris- 
diction. This is evident from the declination policies and prosecu- 
tion guidelines presently being followed. Guidelines followed by 
U.S. attorneys under extensive latitude of the Federal Government 
determine the Federal caseload. Within these guidelines, a determi- 
nation is made by the individual U.S. attorney as to what offenses 
will be prosecuted in Federal court, and what offenses will be de- 
clined and left for the local prosecutor to pursue or go unprosecut- 
ed. 

These declination policies in the 3-year period from 1976 to 1979 
resulted in a 48-percent decline in the prosecution of bank robbery 
cases, a 40-percent decline in the prosecution of mail fraud cases, 
and almost a 60-percent decrease in the prosecution of weapons 
cases. Prosecutions of other violence-related cases also were declin- 
ing in that period. Auto theft prosecutions were down more than 63 
percent; cargo theft prosecutions were down about 60 percent; and 
drug-related prosecutions were down about 37 percent. 

I respectfully submit that it is unreasonable to create a Federal 
crime for burglary and robbery when the U.S. attorneys cannot 
cope with their present serious caseload. And recent Federal cut- 
backs have further diluted the Federal presence in the most seri- 
ous areas of narcotics and weapons enforcement. 

The Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime found that a 
satisfactory level of cooperation between Federal, State, and local 
law enforcement officials does not now exist in every jurisdiction. 
This lack of cooperation is a chronic problem caused, among other 
things, by jurisdictional disputes. 
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In an attempt to remedy this, the Attorney General, following 
the recommendations of the task force, has instructed each U.S. at- 
torney to establish a law enforcement coordinating committee in 
each Federal district. This committee is comprised of Federal, State 
and local law enforcement officials, including prosecutors, and is 
designed to improve coordination and cooperation and to resolve 
any disputes and misunderstandings which threaten to hamper law 
enforcement or threaten the amicable working relationship be- 
tween the parties. 

In addition to these positive efforts, a group known as the execu- 
tive working group has been meeting quarterly since December 
1979, in an attempt to resolve Federal, State and local conflicts be- 
tween prosecutors. Members of the executive working group are 
drawn from the leadership of the National District Attorneys Asso- 
ciation, the National Association of Attorneys General, and the 
U.S. Department of Justice. While much remains to be done and 
the task of course is an ongoing one, much progress has been made 
in resolving some of these age-old conflicts. 

At a time when positive efforts are being made to improve the 
relations between Federal, State and local officials, the Armed Rob- 
bery and Burglary Prevention Act of 1982 will be counterproduc- 
tive to these efforts. 

The majority of States provide a penalty more severe than set 
forth in the proposed legislation for career criminals. In fact, we 
heard Senator Specter testify this morning that 41 States have that 
legislation out of the 50. This legislation provides for a penalty of 
not less than 15 years and a fine of not more than $10,000. Most 
States have habitual ofl'ender statutes which provide for a maxi- 
mum of life imprisonment upon conviction of the repeat offender. 

In New Jersey, for example a first offense conviction of burglary 
is a first degree crime with a maximum sentence of 20 years and a 
Sresumptive sentence of 15 years in prison. In addition in the New 

ersey Criminal Code there are provisions for minimum mandatory 
paroles which would be one-half of that 15-year period, or IVz years 
without parole for a first offense. There are also enhancement pro- 
vision which under certain cirumstances can further increase the 
sentence of a flrst offense. New Jersey also has enacted a strong 
repeat offender statute that would allow a superior court judge to 
sentence up to life imprisonment. 

The State judiciary has demonstrated a clear commitment to 
remove career criminals from our streets. It is respectfully submit- 
ted that the State judiciary would be more sensitive to the needs of 
the public in meting out harsh sentences for career criminals, since 
they must answer to the public on a daily basis through local 
media £md in some cases through the electoral process. In addition, 
under the proposed legislation Federal courts would be sentencing 
the habitual offender for the first time from a written presentence 
investigation, while the local courts would be personally familiar 
with the defendant and his criminal history and propensities. 

The National District Attorneys Association and the prosecutors 
of America have been the forerunners in State and Federal law en- 
forcement cooperation for the safety and benefit of the American 

Eublic. In the past, they have enthusiastically lobbied for any legis- 
ition on the national level which would strengthen cooperative 
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tranquillity of the American public. 

However, it is respectfully submitted that this proposed legisla- 
tion will accomplish none of these laudable goals and we strongly 
urge its defeat. 

The National District Attorneys Association as the voice for 
America's prosecutors will continue to offer its opinions on essen- 
tial Federal legislation for the protection of the American public. It 
is respectfully submitted that the energies of this committee and 
the Federal Grovernment are urgently needed in reestablishing 
LEAA and drafting Federal legislation to eradicate the epidemic 
importation and sale of dangerous drugs, which is the m^or con- 
tributing factor to violent crime in America. 

Mr. HUGHES. Thank you very much for an excellent statement. I 
must say, you have put your finger right on a number of concerns 
expressed by this committee, and I'm also happy to report that 
there is some progress on the Justice Assistance Act. 

Mr. LEHRER. I am well aware of that. We are following it. We 
support you 100 percent in it and if you need anything from us we 
will be happy to furnish it to you. 

Mr. HUGHES. At this time I suggest we take Mr. Olsen's testimo- 
ny. And then discuss these issues with both of you. 

Mr. LEHRER. Fine. 
[Statement of Mr. Lehrer follows:] 

PEEPAKKD STATEMENT OF AI.EXANDER D. LEHRER, THE NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: I appreciate the opportunity to address 
you on behalf of the National District Attorneys Association on the subject of H.R 
6386, "The Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act of 1982". 

The National District Attorneys Association is opposed to this legislation and 
strongly urges that it not become the law of our land. 

This proposed legislation would establish a federsil crime and provide a sentence 
of not less than 15 years for a third or subsequent burglary or robbery while armed. 

The prosecutors of America have traditionally placed the highest priority on the 
apprehension, conviction, and incarceration of armed robbers and burglars. These 
crimes have historically been the responsibility of local law enforcement officials as 
they are the ones most competent to deal with the problem due to their expertise 
and familiarity with local conditions and offenders. 

Few dispute that law enforcement in America is essentially a local responsibility. 
This was most recently recognized by the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent 
Crime. The report was based on the premise that: "In general, federal action is ap- 
propriate when one or more of the following four conditions are met: 

The crime requires the creation and exercise of federal jurisdiction because it; 
Materially affects interstate commerce; occurs on a federal reservation or in the 
District of Columbia; involves large criminal organizations or conspiracies that can 
be presumed to operate in several states; and is directed at a target of overriding 
national importance (e.g., an assassination atempt on the life of a high federal offi- 
cial." 

The problem caused by career robbers and burglars does not, under the above 
guidelines, require the degree of federal cognizance contemplated by: "The Armed 
Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act of 1982". Indeed this expansion of federal ju- 
risdiction in the absence of compelling reasons threatens the delicate balance be- 
tween federal and local governments. 

There are other signincant reasons why this legislation should not be enacted. In 
most jurisdictions encompassing large metropolitan areas U.S. attorneys cannot 
prosecute the serious cases currently presented to them. This is evident from the 
declination policies and prosecution guidelines presently being followed. 

Guidelines followed by U.S. attorneys under extensive latitude of the federal gov- 
ernment determine the federal caseload. Within these guidelines a determination i» 
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made by the individual U.S. attorney what offenses will be prosecuted in federal 
court and what offenses will be declined and left for the local prosecutor to pursue. 

These declination policies, in the three year period 1976-79, resulted in a 48 per- 
cent decline in the prosecution of bank robbery cases, a 40 percent decline in the 
prosecution of mail fraud cases, and almost a 60 percent decrease in the prosecution 
of weapons cases. Prosecutions of other violence-related cases also declined; auto 
theft prosecutions down more than 63 percent; cai^o theft prosecutions down about 
60 percent; drug-related prosecutions down about 37 percent. 

I respectfully submit tnat it is unreasonable to create a new federal crime for bur- 
glary and robbery when the United States attorneys cannot cope with their present 
serious caseload and recent federal cutbacks have further diluted the federal pres- 
ence in narcotics and weapons enforcement. 

The Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime found that: "A satisfactory 
level of cooperation among federal, state and local law enforcement officials does 
not now exist in every jurisdiction". This lack of cooperation is a chronic problem 
caused, among other things, by jurisdictional disputes. In an attempt to remedy this, 
the Attorney General, following the recommendations of the Task Force, has in- 
structed each U.S. attorney to establish a Law Enforcement Coordinating Commit- 
tee in each federtd district. This committee is comprised of federal, state, and local 
law enforcement officers, including prosecutors and is designed to improve coordina- 
tion and cooperation and to resolve any disputes and misunderstandings which 
threaten to hamper law enforcement or threatens the amicable working relation- 
ships between the parties. 

In addition to these positive efforts, a group known as "Executive Working 
Group" has been meeting quarterly since December, 1979, in an attempt to resolve 
federal, state, and local conflicts between prosecutors. Members of the Executive 
Working Group are drawn from the leadership of the National District Attorneys 
Association, the National Association of Attorneys General, and the United States 
Department of Justice. While much remains to be done, and the task is an ongoing 
one, much progress has been made in resolving some age-old conflicts. 

At a time wnen positive efforts are being made to improve the relations between 
federal, state, and local officials, "The Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act 
of 1982" will be counterproductive to these efforts. 

The majority of states provide a penalty more severe than set forth in the pro- 
posed legislation for career criminals. This legislation provides for a penalty of not 
less than 15 years and a fine of not more than $10,000. Most states have habitual 
offender statutes which provide for a maximum of life imprisonment upon convic- 
tion of the repeat offender. 

The state judiciary has demonstrated a clear commitment to remove career crimi- 
nals from our streets. It is respectfully submitted that the state judiciary would be 
more sensitive to the needs of the public in meting out harsh sentences for career 
criminals since they must cmswer to the public on a daily basis through local media, 
and in some cases, through the electortd process. In addition, under the proposed 
legislation, federal courts would be sentencing the habitual offender for the fu^ 
time from a written presentence investigation while the local courts would be per- 
sonally familiar with the defendant and his criminal history and propensities. 

The National District Attorneys Association and the prosecutors of America have 
been the forerunners in state and federal law enforcement cooperation for the 
safety and benefit of the American public. In the past, they have enthusiastically 
lobbied for any legislation on the national level which would strengthen cooperative 
law enforcement efforts to ensure the safety, peace, and domestic tranquility of the 
American public. As previously stated, it is respectfully submitted this proposed leg- 
islation will accomplish none of these laudable goals and we strongly urge its defeat. 

The National District Attorneys Association as the voice for America's prosecu- 
tors will continue to offer its opinions on essential federal legislation for the protec- 
tion of the American public. It is respectfully submitted that the energies of this 
committee are urgently needed in reestablishing LEAA and drafting federal legisla- 
tion to eradicate the epidemic importation and sale of dangerous drugs which is the 
taaioT contributing factor to violent crime in America. 

TESTIMONY OF ROGER OLSEN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, CRIMINAL DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Mr. OiSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I will not go through the entire statement. Let me just briefly 

highlight some of the points that I heard earlier this morning, 
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touching on those issues that are the focus of discussion this morn- 
ing as they relate to: first, whether or not States already have in 
effect today career criminal provisions, mandatory jail terms, and 
whether or not those are ineffective in that they are used for plea 
bargaining purposes; second, what about the Federal prosecutorial 
efforts in the areas of bank robberies and auto theft; and third, 
what about the question of the sufficient nexus of making this con- 
stitutional. 

With respect to the State career criminal laws, on whether or 
not they are ineffective and used as a tool for plea bargaining pur- 
poses, we do not think that is the correct assessment. We think 
that the career crimined laws that are in effect are effective. They 
are used effectively by the States. 

The question of whether they are used for plea bargaining, how- 
ever, is perhaps an incorrect assessment of their utilization. 
Rather, the States are so burdened with cases, the courts are 
crowded, that it is simply a fact of life in both the Federal and the 
State systems that plea bargaining exists. 

I would not like the record to reflect the fact that there is a view 
that is prevailing that mandatory jail terms, minimum terms, are 
ineffective; and second, that they may be used for some improper 
purposes. I know that my colleague to my right agrees with me in 
that respect. 

With respect to the question whether, since the Federal system 
has a history of declinations, which are a matter of record, how do 
we reconcile that with the proposal today? I think the answer is 
that you have to look a little bit to the history of bank robbery and 
the auto theft provisions, that they were enacted at a time when it 
was necessary to have Federal jurisdiction in order to provide as- 
sistance for local and State prosecutions. 

But times have changed. As those times have changed, we have 
found that there are many cases involving bank robbery and auto 
theft that are primarily local in nature, that can best be handled 
by the State and local prosecutors. The declination policy with re- 
spect to the drug cases, I think, is an example of the problem that, 
as drug trafficking and smuggling increases in this country, which 
is a direct cause of violent crime, the Federal system does not have 
the resources. 

But one of the things that I think is also clear is that this admin- 
istration is focusing more and more on violent crimes and reestab- 
lishing the priorities for prosecution in those cases. 

One question raised earlier was whether or not the statute, or 
the proposed bill, would be unconstitutional because it is ex post 
facto in nature. The answer is that in the view of the Department 
of Justice, it would not be. Whether or not it would be a sufficient 
nexus for the other interstate commerce provisions, we think, as I 
have stated in my written statement, that if there is sufficient lan- 
guage requiring that nexus in the impact on interstate commerce, 
that would respond to the constitutional questions. 

I would now submit to any questions the chairman may have. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Olsen follows:] 
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I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee to pre- 

sent the views of the Department of Justice on H.R. 6386, the 

Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act.  The Department 

endorses the concept of this bill for we share the belief of 

its sponsor that there is a definite role for the federal 

government in assisting the states to combat the menace to 

society posed by armed career robbers and burglars. We do not, 

however, favor the bill as drafted and will point out several 

areas in which, in our view, H.R. 6386 can be improved along the 

lines of S. 1688, a similar bill which the Department has 

endorsed. 

As drafted H.R. 6386 would in limited circumstances 

provide federal jurisdiction for the prosecution of persons 

charged with armed robbery or armed burglary where the defendant 

has two prior burglary or robbery convictions.  The proposed 

legislation involves a number of significant features designed 

to deal with the problem of the recidivist offender. The bill 

provides that defendants convicted under this provision are 

subject to a term of imprisonment of fifteen years to life 

without the benefit of probation, parole, or a suspended 

sentence.  The bill also addresses the important question of 

concurrent federal-state jurisdiction that would result from its 

enactment. 

These features of the bill are discussed more fully 

below. 
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This legislative proposal is intended to assist the 

national effort to combat the rising incidence of violent crime. 

It recognizes the need to deal effectively with those offenders 

who habitually prey upon the property and safety of innocent 

victims, and it recognizes the impact which unchecked violent 

crime has upon the social and economic fabric of the entire 

nation. 

H.R. 6386 is designed to apply to recidivist armed 

robbers and burglars.  Studies consistently have underscored the 

fact that a small percentage of repeat offenders are responsible 

for an extraordinarily disproportionate percentage of robberies 

and burglaries.  It is our judgment that the bill appropriately 

focuses on the critical problem of the repeat offender who uses 

a firearm in the commission of yet another robbery or burglary. 

The provisions of H.R. 6386 apply only to those recidivists who 

already have been convicted of two felony burglary or robbery 

offenses and who by engaging in the commission of a third such 

violent offense have demonstrated their incorrigibility and 

continuing danger to our society.  This, we have concluded, is a 

proper area for federal assistance to the states. 

Although robbery and burglary are offenses tradi- 

tionally prosecuted by the states, it is our view that making 

available federal jurisdiction over a limited number of these 

crimes in the discrete manner of H.R. 6386 is both an appropri- 

ate aid to the states and is constitutional. Under the 

Commerce Clause, Congress has the power to regulate even purely 
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intrastate activity where that activity "combined with like 

conduct by others similarly situated, affects commerce among the 

states ...." See, e.g., National League of Cities v. Usery, 

426 U.S. 833, 840 (1976). 

Specifically, the courts have sustained Congress' 

authority to regulate intrastate transactions in firearms, see 

18 U.S.C. 921-928, on the theory that such transactions affect 

interstate commerce.  See Huddleston v. United States, 415 U.S. 

814 (1974).  Moreover, cases that have dealt with the jxiwer of 

Congress under the Commerce Clause to enact statutes prohibiting 

convicted felons from possessing firearms (see 18 U.S.C. App. 

Sec. 1202) have uniformly upheld such a power. See Stevens v. 

United States, 440 F.2d 144 (6th Cir.1971); United States v. 

Burton, 475 F.2d 469 (8th Cir.), cert,  denied, 414 U.S. 835 

(1973); united States v. Weatherford,  471 F.2d (7th Cir.), 

cert, denied, 411 U.S. 972 (1973); see also. United States v. 

Bass, 404 U.S. 336 (1971).  The rationale supporting these 

firearms statutes applies equally to the use of a firearm in the 

commission of an offense as addressed by this bill. We would 

suggest, however, that Congressional findings as to the effect 

of armed burglary and robbery on interstate commerce would 

facilitate the bill's passing constitutional muster.  See Perez v. 

United States, 402 U.S. 146 (1971). 

With respect to the sentencing provisions of H.R. 6388 we 

support the concept of enhanced penalties for career criminals. 

The proposed Act provides a mandatory minimum penalty of no less 

than fifteen years' imprisonment and up to life.  Substantial 



periods of incarceration for persons who have demonstrated 

repeatedly that they are a violent threat is one way of ensuring 

the safety of our communities and curtailing the dispropor- 

tionate number of offenses committed by career criminals.  The 

sentencing provision of the proposed legislation is consistent 

with the mandatory sentence recommendations of  the Attorney 

General's Task Force on violent Crime.  The effectiveness of the 

sentencing provision is underscored by the bill's prohibition 

against suspended sentences, probation, and parole.  Defendants 

convicted under this Act will have to serve at least fifteen 

years in prison and will be ineligible for probation or parole. 

The battle against violent crime is one of the top 

priorities of the Department of justice.  We believe this 

legislation targets a critical area of the violent crime problem 

and provides for a concrete federal participation in attacking 

that problem with a limited expenditure of additional 

resources.  We do not anticipate significant additional 

expenditures for investigation and prosecution of the limited 

class of offenders targeted by this bill, nor do we expect that 

the limited additional federal prison population resulting from 

prosecution under this provision will impose an undue hardship. 

Although specific estimates are difficult to determine, it is 

our belief that this is one of the most cost-effective means of 

making an impact on violent crime.  The incapacitation of even a 

small number of recidivist robbers and burglars would save cue 

communities millions of dollars. 
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We are sensitive to the issues of federalism inherent in 

this bill, and we do not view this legislation as an invitation 

to intrude into those areas of law enforcement which state and 

local authorities traditionally have prosecuted.  Indeed, we 

anticipate that there would be only a very limited number of 

federal prosecutions under this bill.  H.R. 6386 recognizes the 

importance of federal-state law enforcement coordination in 

prosecuting violent crime as well as the principal role state 

law enforcement authorities traditionally have played in this 

area. 

As indicated, however, although the Department of 

Justice supports the thrust of the bill and the specific 

features of it discussed heretofore, we have serious concerns 

about several of the bill's provisions and would like to suggest 

areas in which modifications or clarifications are necessary to 

enhance its effectiveness. 

Our first and most serious concern is with the bill's 

attempt to dictate the precise manner in which the states and 

the federal government are to consult to decide which sovereign 

will prosecute an offense which is a violation of the new 

statute and also of state law.  H.R. 6386 provides that 

notification of a federal prosecution must normally be given to 

state authorities.  Moreover, no person may be prosecuted under 

the bill's provisions until the Attorney General or a designated 

Assistant Attorney General certifies that the state prosecuting 

authorities were notified of the proposed federal prosecution 

before the formal institution of charges and did not object, or 



certifies that no state prosecution was pending or likely.   The 

bill would also allow federal prosecution without notification 

of state authorities, even if state charges were pending, only 

on the personal,  non-delegable certification of the Attorney 

General that federal prosecution was required in the interests 

of justice.  Thus, H.R. 6386 would allow a state prosecuting 

authority to halt a planned federal prosecution simply by 

objecting to it for any reason in which event federal prose- 

cution could only be initiated on the personal authorization of 

the Attorney General. 

Our objections to this cumbersome procedure are 

three-fold.  First, obtaining authority from the Attorney 

General would take' several days during which the defendant may 

flee or the prosecution may become impracticable for some other 

reason; second, it seems extravagant and unnecessary to burden 

the Attorney General personally with such a decision;  and 

finally, even though H.R. 6386 states that the failure of the 

federal government to comply with the notification and certifi- 

cation requirements would not create any rights for the 

defendant, the fact that such procedural requirements are set 

out as part of the criminal offense nay cause a court to find an 

obligation on the part of the government to comply strictly or 

forego the prosecution.  Thus, although we strongly concur with 

the author of H.R. 6386 that prosecutions under the new statute 

should be carefully coordinated between the concerned state and 

the federal government, we much prefer that this be expressed 

generally as the intent of Congress in a section of the bill 
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separate from that setting out the offense, the approach taken 

in S. 1688 as approved by the Judiciary Committee. As a practi- 

cal matter we would anticipate that the Law Enforcement Coordin- 

ating Committees in each district would consider issues of 

concurrent jurisdiction arising out o£ this legislation.  In 

some districts the decision as to which sovereign should 

prosecute would be made generally and In others on a case-by- 

case basis. 

There are several other provisions of H.R. 6386 which we 

believe should be substantially redrafted. 

First, H.R. 6386 does not cover conspiracies to commit 

robbery or burglary,  although it would reach attempts by 

defining robbery and burglary as including attempted robbery or 

burglary.  In our view it should clearly cover, as does S. 1688 

as approved, anyone who commits, attempts to commit, or con- 

spires to commit an armed burglary or robbery who has been twice 

previously convicted of robbery or burglary or an attempt or 

conspiracy to commit such an offense. 

Second, H.R. 6386 requires that the firearm be In the 

actual possession of a person "present at the site" of a robbery 

or burglary.  Applying the statute only to the person who 

carried the gun is too narrow.  It should reach anyone who 

commits,  conspires to commit, or attempts to commit robbery or 

burglary while he or an any other participant is in possession 

of a firearm.  Moreover, the intent and scope of the phrase 



'present at the site" is not clear.  For example, it may preclude 

the prosecution of a lookout or getaway car driver, even if he 

was armed. 

Third, the definitions of the terms "robbery" and 

"burglary" are not helpful.  They are defined in H.R. 6386 as 

"any offense in violation of the law of the United States or of 

any state that, at the time of the commission of such offense 

(A) is classified by the jurisdiction involved as 

burglary/robbery or attempted burglary/robbery; and (B) is 

punishable by a term of imprisonment exceeding one year."  It is 

not clear whether this would include state offenses that do not 

use the terms "robbery" or "burglary,"  such as a statute that 

proscribes criminal entry with different gradations for the 

types of structures entered and the acts intended therein.  It 

would be preferable to cover attempted robbery or burglary in 

the offense itself and state in the definitional section or in 

the legislative history that burglary, for example, is intended 

to include not only common law burglary or an offense that uses 

the term, but any form of criminal entry. 

Fourth, H.R. 6386 requires that the two prior con- 

victions be proved as an element of the offense, whereas S. 1688 

provides that they need not be alleged in the indictment or 

proved as an element of the offense but rather shall be proved 

to the court at or before sentencing to show jurisdiction.  In 

one sense, requiring proof that the defendant is a twice 

convicted robber or burglar might be seen to enhance the 

prosecution of the case since the jury is made aware of his past 
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convictions for offenses similar to the one for which he is 

presently on trial.  Such an approach is constitutionally 

permissible, and in fact is adopted in the Gun Control Act 

(18 U.S.C. 921 et. seq. and 18 U.S.C. App. Sec 1201 et. seq.) 

which prohibits convicted felons from receiving and possessing 

firearms, and in 18 U.S.C. 842(i) which prohibits convicted 

felons from receiving or transporting explosives. 

Cases construing these statutes have generally held that 

the government may put in evidence of more than one prior felony 

conviction and is not required to accept a defendant's offer to 

stipulate that he is a convicted felon.  United States v. 

Burkhardt, 545 P.2d 14 (6th Cir. 1976); United States v. 

Brinklow, 560 F.2d 1003 (10th Cir. 1977); United States v. 

Kalana, 549 F.2d 594 {9th Cir. 1976).  The Seventh Circuit has 

held, however, that the government normally cannot prove more 

than one prior felony. United States v. Romero, 603 F.2d 640 

(1979) , and other courts have noted that there are situations 

where it might be prejudicial to permit the government to prove 

a large number of convictions. United States v. Smith, 520 P.2d 

544 (8th Cir. 1975); United States v. Barfield, 527 F.2d 838 

(5th Cir. 1976.) 

Requiring proof of the prior convictions to the jury in 

our judgment can lead to unfairness to the defendant and seems 

unnecessary.  Moreover, the lengthy mandatory sentence for a 

person convicted of this offense, while clearly appropriate, may 

cause some courts to examine especially critically the manner in 

which the convictions were presented or commented upon in an 
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attempt to find prejudice to the defendant.  Allowing the 

convictions to be proven to the court to establish jurisdiction 

eliminates this potential problem.  We would recommend that H.R. 

6386 be amended to handle the proof of the prior felonies in a 

fashion comparable to that in S. 1688. 

Finally, until such time as our bail laws are reformed 

generally so as to allow pretrial consideration of a defendant's 

dangerousness to the community, we would suggest that H.R. 6386 

include a provision similar to that in S. 1688 providing that a 

person charged with armed robbery or burglary under the bill be 

admitted to bail pending trial or appeal only under the more 

restrictive conditions of 18 U.S.C. 3148 which apply after 

conviction or in capital cases and which allow a court to 

consider danger to the community as well as risk of flight. 

The Department would welcome the opportunity to work 

with the Subcommittee in drafting the numerous changes in the 

bill I have discussed.  Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared 

remarks and I would be glad to try to answer any questions the 

Subcommittee may have. 

Doj-ira>-« 
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Mr. HUGHES. Thank you. 
Mr. Olsen, I quite agree with you, I think that we are reexamin- 

ing our commitment of resources. Unfortunately, we begin so low 
that I am afraid it is going to be awhile before we provide the var- 
ious law enforcement agencies and the other links in the criminal 
justice system with the resources that are really needed. 

Plea bai]gaining is certainly a necessary evil, but I look upon 
plea bargaining as just really meting out in many instances prag- 
matic justice simply because we do not have the resources to do the 
work. In these situations, cases become a statistic with the adminis- 
trative office of the courts; if it is over 3 months, get rid of it. I do 
not care what you do, get rid of it. If vou have to dismiss it, dismiss 
it. That is the attitude of a lot of folks, unfortunately, in the 
system, and it is a direct result of our failure to commit resources. 
Although I see some progress, it is not nearly enough. 

And the drug problems, which as you aptly point out are directly 
related to crimes of violence and property crimes, they severely 
impact the States. Much of the States caseload is caused because 
we have been lousy partners, in doing a decent job in intelligence 
leathering overseas. If we did a better job, a better job of interdict- 
mg where we could, at the choke points and other places, we would 
do a better job of stemming the flow. 

This, I believe, is the major task of the Federal Government, in 
addition to trying to talk a little more to law enforcement eigencies 
and use task force operations to leverage expertise. But I have 
some difficulty, I must concede, of enlai^ing the scope of Federal 
jurisdiction, unless there is that nexus, No. 1; and until we have 
managed to do a better job of providing resources for equally im- 
portant areas of enforcement. 

I asked the question of Ron Wyden, Congressman Wyden, when 
he was here, of how he would feel about making the legislation 
more focused, to make sure there is a direct nexus, tying it in with 
those instances where it has a direct impact on interstate com- 
merce, for instance, where the record shows that a defendant is 
jumping around from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, convictions in 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, where perhaps there might 
be some direct connection, that we could tie it to interstate com- 
merce. 

That would address the four areas that the prosecutor has indi- 
cated are clearly areas that the Federal jurisdiction should be in- 
voked. How would you feel about that? 

Mr. OLSEN. There are two answers to that. One is, I think we 
would be in favor of them, but not as an alternative to what is pro- 
posed today. 

I think the focus of Senator Specter's bill is really examining a 
small percentage of offenders who create a disproportionately large 
amount of crime, with the view that this vehicle, this proposal, 
would really be seen as a safety valve to relieve some of the pres- 
sure from the State systems with a minimum use of Federal re- 
sources, because the crimes themselves do not entail or require the 
utilization of exhaustive Federal investigative resources. So 1 think 
that is the focus on it, the object being to provide some mechanism 
by which the Federal criminal justice system could serve in some 
assistance capacity to the State and local criminal justice systems. 
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In terms of what my views are on expanding the sentencing pro- 
visions for three-time losers who are violating, I assume, purely 
Federal jurisdictional crimes, I am not sure the Department has of- 
ficially taken a position on that and I would prefer to confer with 
my colleagues acraut that and to submit the views into the record 
at a later time. 

But from a personal standpoint, I think the general view is that 
anjrthing we can do to get greater jurisdiction over the offenders is 
something that we all want. 

Mr. HUGHES. I have a couple of questions in that r^ard, then. 
The States do not feel that this is £ui area the Federal Government 
should move into. They feel that they can adequately handle, with 
existing tools, these offenders, and that they are the ones that 
often track these individuals. 

They have the case histories, as the prosecutor indicated. They 
know the defendants. Under these bills, the Federal Government 
would be called upon to come in with somebody who might be to- 
tally cold to the Federal system, other than the fact that he has 
sustained a third conviction where a handgun was involved. 

What response do you have to that? Here is a situation where 
the State does not feel that that is a problem for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It seems to run contrary to the general philosophy of the 
administration, which is basically to encourage the States, which 
have the primary responsibility for local offenses, particularly vio- 
lent crime, to have local jurisdiction. 

Mr. OusEN. I think the answer is that this is not an attempt at 
criticizing State and local law enforcement and making anv allega- 
tions that thev are not capable or competent to handle the prob- 
lem. It is really viewed as an overall assessment that working to- 
gether is desirable—and one way to work more closely together is 
to provide a vehicle that would assist the State and local prosecu- 
tions in these areas. 

But the object would be that these would be a relatively limited 
number of cases nationwide, they would not interfere with or 
impair the jurisdiction of the States and the county prosecutors, 
but that they would really be providing a safety valve, a vehicle to 
render some assistance. 

The object really is to get the violent criminals off the streets. I 
think this proposal is a small step forward in that direction of rec- 
ognizing that the Federal system of criminal justice ought to be 
playing a slightly greater role in terms of providing assistance in 
violent crime areas. 

Mr. HUGHES. Why not do it in this fashion? The Justice Assist- 
ance Act, which as you know is one of my favorite topics, has a cat- 
^ory for career criminals. In a lot of jurisdictions they do a pretty 
good job with habitual offenders. Some really do not do the job that 
other jurisdictions do. 

But why would that not be the proper vehicle? Is there some- 
thing magical about a Federal conviction that would send a differ- 
ent message? You know, what is it about a Federal conviction for 
an offender committing a robbery with a handgun carrying a 15- 
year penalty that would not be as equally persuasive bv a statute 
such as New Jersey has, where life imprisonment can be imposed 
on that individual? 
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Mr. OLSEN. I think the answer is that, as far as the legislative 
Sropoeal, I would have to go back and get my latest reading from 

>MB and Mr. Meese. As far as the overall question about how 
these cases ought to be prosecuted between the Federal and the 
State governments, I think the answer is that at the present time 
we do have an incredible level of violent criminal activity on the 
streets of America, that both the State and the Federal criminal 
justice systems are trying to figure out the best way they can to 
solve the problem. 

It is wonderful to talk about jurisdictional guidelines and turf 
and where you are going and where you are not going. But to the 
people of America, what they want is a problem solved, and one of 
the ways of solving the problem is to look at whether or not the 
Federal criminal justice system might provide some assistance. 

While it is clear that the primary responsibility is with the State 
and local prosecutions in this area, I think the idea is that States 
now have prisons that are overcrowded, that cause early release of 
offenders, that their courts are more crowded than the federal 
sjrstem is, and that while the Federal system may have a record of 
declinations, that perhaps one way of reevaluating that and provid- 
ing direct assistance to the States and locals is to take what I call a 
minor step forward overall. 

You are basically tfilking about three-time losers. We were out- 
side during one of the breaks and some of the fellows from the Jus- 
tice Department and I were talking about the fact that when we 

Sew up, we grew up learning that three-time losers went away for 
e. Now we are talking about trying to get some Federal legisla- 

tion to do something about three-time losers. 
I do not think it is simply a turf battle. I think it is a matter of 

simply beginning to work more closely together. One way to do 
that is with the proposal that is really Senator Specter's. 

Mr. HUGHES. Let me just ask you, then, one additional question. 
If I understand you correctly, you say that there is nothing magical 
about a Federal conviction as oppraed to State. However, we have 
some prison resources that the States do not. Why could that not 
be addressed by an exchange program, where the Federal Govern- 
ment can take offenders, for instance violent offenders that fall 
into this category, on a contractual basis with the States? 

Mr. OLSEN. NOW I know I am in over my head, because I do not 
know the answer. 

Mr. HUGHES. YOU see, I really believe that Prosecutor Lehrer, 
like most of the prosecutors I know without exception, would love 
to put away people that are three-time losers, and could do it with- 
out any question if we had the prison space. So space is a problem. 

Mr. OLSEN. I agree with that. 
Mr. HUGHES. Until we get our act together, until we do a better 

job of managing the scarce resources and building the new prisons 
that are essential in this country, it seems to me that that might 
be one way to address that problem. 

Mr. OLSEN. It is perfectly clear that Federal, State, and local 
prosecutors have the same objective. It is a question of whether or 
not this vehicle that is one step in the right direction can satisfy 
those problems, 

Mr. HUGHES. Prosecutor Lehrer. 
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Mr. LEHRER. If I could just address something that has arisen 
during your questioning. He talked about truth in sentencing, and 
I reafly believe firmly in truth in sentencing. I know from our 
papers, we say the rapist was sentenced to 25 years and it really 
means 5 years. 

Let us talk about truth in legislation for a minute and let us talk 
about truth in Senator Specter's proposed legislation. What we are 
really dealing with here is 500 cases throughout this land, which 
means 5 cases per district. Let us not fool the American public that 
the American Government is going to come in and stop violent 
armed robbery crimes. 

What they are really going to do is take 500 cases and tell the 
public that we are solving the problem, when we are not solving 
the problem. Let the Federal Government do what they are 
charged with by the Constitution. Let them prosecute bank robber- 
ies. 

If I may share one little anecdote with you, being a young naive 
prosecutor about 4 years ago and having read all the books I was 
supposed to read and having watched all the J. Edgar Hoover 
movies I felt relatively secure that if my beink was robbed the FBI 
would come in and solve it within minutes. About 2 months into 
my term the FBI resident agent in cheirge of New Jersey came to 
meet with me and the 53 police chiefs in my jurisdiction and said, 
congratulations, men, you are now in charge of bank robberies in 
the county of Monmouth. 

I said, wait a minute. Where is J. Edgar Hoover and all your FBI 
agents coming in to solve all these bank robberies? He said, the pri- 
orities of the Government have changed. You are now in the bank 
robbery business. You have to understand the impact on the 53 
municipalities in my county and my office, because for over the 30- 
year period that the FBI had taken jurisdiction of bank robberies 
they had developed an excellent expertise and a fine working rela- 
tionship with local departments and county prosecutors. AU of a 
sudden we were now solely charged with that responsibility, an 
onerous responsibility. 

We have been in the armed robbery business ever since 1776. 
The local prosecutors have always been in the armed robbery busi- 
ness. We know it better than everyone. You give us that prison 
space, we will make sure that these 500 people never see the light 
of day again. Repeat offender statutes are in effect in 41 jurisdic- 
tions in this country. 

Now, the Congressman from Oregon spoke earlier, and I do not 
dispute he has a big problem in Oregon, but may I suggest to this 
committee and through this committee to the gentleman from 
Oregon, that this problem could be easily remedied by State legisla- 
tion. All you have to do is look to the State of New Jersey for 
model legislation in that area, and I have outlined that previously 
in my testimony. 

The Congressman from Michigan raised the issue of how do you 
enforce mandatory sentencing. We have what is called the Graves 
Act, which sajrs if you commit a crime using a handgun or a 
weapon you will do at least 3 years. The way it was to be handled 
was discussed at a meeting of the 21 county prosecutors in the 
State of New Jersey. We agreed that the legislature had said that 
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those people will go to jtiil for at least 3 years. We have agreed that 
we should not plea bargain that offense away. 

In addition to that, the courts have buttressed the legislature by 
saying once an indictment is returned charging a Graves Act of- 
fense, the judge cannot dismiss it unless the prosecutor can prove 
to the court on the record that he cannot prove his case. So the 3- 
year mandatoiy sentencing for a gun-related felony in New Jersey 
is very, very eifective and is working, working so well that we are 
full at the inn. As you know, we are now using Fort Dix with a 
contractual agreement with the Federal Grovernment to house our 
prisoners. 

So those are issues I think we ought to look at. I want to make 
one other thing perfectly clear, sir. This is not a turf argument. I 
sun not here to say I am jealous of my turf. I want—and I speak for 
the prosecutors of America—we want to enter into cooperative law 
enforcement efforts, and I have said in the main body of my text 
that we have always done that. 

What we are really talking about and trying to bring to the at- 
tention of this committee is the fact that there are so many areas 
that the Federal Government is uniquely capable of handling that 
would take the pressure off of us so that we could do the things 
that we are supposed to be doing. 

Mr. HUGHES. Let me just ask you a question. How much plea 
bargaining takes place prior to indictment? 

Mr. LEHRER. Prior to indictment in Graves Act cases, sir? 
Mr. HUGHES. Yes. 
Mr. LEHRER. Very little. Very, very little. You mean in gun of- 

fense cases? 
Mr. HUGHES. Yes. 
Mr. LEHRER. I can speak only in Monmouth County's jurisdiction. 

Very, very little. I know this is not a popular thing to say in Wash- 
ington, but I will say it: I am against handguns. I would love to see 
national legislation banning handguns. 

Mr. HUGHES. Strike that from the record. [Laughter.] 
Mr. LEHRER. I am sorry, but that is my personal prosecutorial 

philosophy. I have seen too many mangled and dead bodies as a 
result of handguns, and I feel any offense committed with a hand- 
gun must be treated as an example so that other people will not do 
the same thing. I know I will not be getting any contributions from 
the NRA now, but I «un not running for office. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, there is a legal maxim that silence, if 
jmything, connotes acceptance. I would like the record to reflect 
that I was not silent on that last point. 

Mr. HUGHES. OK. An3rthing further? 
[No response.] 
Mr. HUGHES. Thank vou very much, thank you both very much. 

We really appreciate the valuable contribution you have made to 
us today. Thank you. 

I wonder if Dr. Wellford will come forward, along with Ms. Aiye- 
toro. 

Dr. Wellford received his bachelor and master's degrees from the 
University of Maryland and his Ph. D. from the University of 
Pennsylvania. From 1976 to 1979 he was Deputy Assistant Direc- 
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tor, Office of Policy and Planning, Department of Justice, and Ad- 
ministrator of the Federal Justice Research Program from 1979 to 
1981. 

He is currently the director and a professor at the Institute of 
Criminal Justice and Criminology at the University of Maryland, 
where he is working on methods of predicting habitual offenders. 

Welcome today. Dr. Wellford. We have your statement which, 
without objection, will be made a part of the record. 

Ms. Aiyetoro, who is an attorney with the national prison project 
of the American Civil Liberties Union, is also m(»t welcome here 
today. Ms. Aiyetoro has graduated with a B.A. degree from Cl£u-k 
University in Massachusetts, a master's degree in social work from 
Washington University in St. Louis, and cum laude from St. Louis 
Law School. Prior to her present responsibilities with the ACLU, 
she was with the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Jus- 
tice. 

Ms. Aiyetoro, we welcome you. And likewise, we have your state- 
ment, which without objection will be made a part of the record. 
You may proceed also as you see fit. 

I wonder if we can, before we get underway—and we will start 
with you, Ms. Aiyetoro—if possibly we could just recess for a couple 
of minutes. I have something that I must take care of. 

[Recess.] 
Mr. HUGHES. The subcommittee will come to order. 
I apologize for that delay. 
OK, Ms. Aiyetoro, why don't you begin? 

TESTIMONY OF ADJOA AIYETORO, NATIONAL PRISON PROJECT, 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBER'HES UNION 

Ms. AnfETORO. Thank you very much. 
I am speaking on behalf of the nationed prison project, as you 

stated in your introduction. We are in opposition to the bill that is 
now before the subcommittee. I am not going to go over all of the 
testimony that we have submitted. I would like to highlight several 
points that we have made in our testimony, and then will answer 
any additional questions. 

First of all, I think that it is important to set the context for why 
in fact we are opposed to the bill. In addition to the specific weak- 
nesses we find in the bill and what would be an astronomical cost 
to the Federal Government, we believe that the resources required 
by this bill if we are in fact going to decrease the crime rate need 
to be put into programs other than increasing the incarceration 
time of persons who have been convicted of the crimes. 

We feel that the studies that have been done on crime and crimi- 
nal behavior once people are incarcerated as well as the numerous 
court cases which we have been involved with should be used by 
this subcommittee and any committee which is charged with the 
responsibility of addressing the problem of crime in our society. 
This case and studies clearly indicate that current incarceration 
practices and lengthening the time of incarceration are not the an- 
swers to the problem of crime. 

More specifically as it relates to the specific bill that is before 
the subcommittee, we feel, £is has been stated earlier by several 
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persons, that in fact this is, an unconstitutional extension of the 
Federal jurisdiction. To in fact make a Federal offense of crimes 
that have been traditionally local offenses stretches the responsibil- 
ity of the Government in the crimin£d justice area to one which 
Federal Grovemment intervention is not necessaiy or permitted. 

More germane to the content of the bill, we believe that the costs 
of this bill are astronomical, and the costs are more startling be- 
cause they are what we call hidden costs. The cost to this CSrovem- 
ment of in fact imprisoning 500 additional persons, as our testimo- 
ny points out, will be $7.5 million p>er year in additional costs. The 
legislation requires a 15-year minimum sentence, and I am not 
good on the bulions and trillions, my figure shows it is $1,025 mil- 
lion in addition to what has already been spent will be required if 
you in fact incarcerate 500 more men and women for a period of 15 
years. 

In addition to the costs of just incarcerating them, you would 
also have additional costs as it relates to building additional pris- 
ons, if you in fact are going to incarcerate 500 more people a year. 
The estimates, well documented estimates of the cost of prison con- 
struction is anywhere from $50,000 to $100,000 per cell for prison 
construction. If we take the low figure of $50,000, talking about 500 
additional prisoners, we are talking about $25 million for the con- 
struction of one prison to house the additional 500 persons. 

Now, why do we say prison construction is necessitated bv this 
act. As some of the people have pointed out, and as we well know, 
at the prison project, since we have litigated many of the cases, the 
majority of prisons within the United States are woefully over- 
crowded. The Federal prison sjrstem is no exception. The Federal 
prison system in August 1982 was 17 percent overcrowded. That is 
5,000 additional persons than in fact the rated capacity of the Fed- 
eral prisons would hold. 

Someone mentioned today that if you remove the Cubans that 
tire now in the Federsd prison in Atlanta, then you would have 
space for the 500 additional persons that this legislation would 
prosecute or would allow the Federal Government to prosecute. 
That in effect is an erroneous conclusion. When you are 5,000 per- 
sons overcrowded, the removal of several hundred Cubans is not 
foing to have a real effect upon the overcrowded condition in the 
'ederal prisons. 
In addition to those costs would be the increased costs to the U.S. 

attorney's staff. The U.S. (Jovernment seems to want us to believe 
that there would be no additional cost and that the current staff 
could handle the situation. Either that means that, one, the cur- 
rent staff is not at this point working up to the level which they 
should, and I think that needs to be investigated if that is in fact 
the case, or it means that in fact they will change their priorities 
and not do some of the work they are doing now. 

If in fact they are going to maintain their current workload it 
would necessitate an increase in staff to handle 500 additional pros- 
ecutions. 

In addition to that, and perhaps a concern that we really don't 
want to take a real position on in terms of just the whole issue of 
plea bargaining, but if you look at what happens now, as relates to 
the trials of many persons, which was discussed briefly today, 

13-616   0-88- 
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many persons do not go through the whole process of trial because 
they in fact do plea, make a plea, as it relates to some crime. 

Most people are not going to plead guilty when they are going to 
automatically get a minimum of 15 years without possibility of 
parole. So what you are also doing with this system is increasing 
the number of people that will in fact demand to have a full trial, 
which will require full governmental resources to in fact assure 
that the person gets the absolutely fair trial that they are supposed 
to get within the system. 

As I stated earlier in the introductions to my remarks, the na- 
tional prison project believes the amount of money we are talking 
about, the millions and millions of dollars for just instituting this 
legislation for the first year—we are not even addressing the total 
amount of money needed to maintain the program years sifter— 
this amount of money could be better spent by funding programs 
within prisons to develop educational and vocational programs so 
that persons who are one- and two-time offenders do not continue 
to come out of our prisons without training and skills, and further 
complicating the discrimination due to their incarceration. 

Unskilled and untrained convicts of prisons, when released, 
become more desperate than they were even before they went into 
prison because they are unable to find meaningful employment and 
thus, they return to prison. 

Two, using money for developing alternatives to long-term incar- 
ceration which would include a strong job-training program and 
programs within our many communities for persons who become 
involved in the criminal justice system for the very first time. Such 
programs have been instituted in some jurisdictions to deal with ju- 
veniles as well as first-time yoimg adult offenders. 

Three, developing restitution programs to victims (this is also a 
punishment to the person who has committed the crime), whereby 
the person committing the crime is required to pay some restitu- 
tion not only in monetary ways but also in terms of work. Many 
programs that have been discussed in various jurisdictions would 
require the prisoner to do some tj^je of work either specifically for 
the victim or as it relates to some aspect of the victim s life. 

Additional alternatives to incarceration would include developing 
programs within the community for one- and two-time offenders, 
especially offenders of nonviolent crimes. I mention that because in 
fact part of the bill would in effect incarcerate persons who may 
not have in fact committed a violent crime prior to their third of- 
fense with a firearm. 

Additionally, a problem with the bill, and I am jumping a little 
ahead of mj^self, but I think it fits in here, a problem with the bill 
is, not only could the two priors be nonrelated to firearms, they 
could be two burglaries, breaking into a warehouse where the door 
was not locked and it had been abandoned for years and stealing 
property in the value of $100 or $200. So, the crimes themselves 
that could be committed prior to the third offense could be crimes 
that were not violent crimes and were not crimes from what I un- 
derstand the testimony of Mr. Specter and the other persons who 
speak in favor of the bill which in fact this bill was drafted to ad- 
dress. 
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We also believe that the evidence is strong that memdatory sen- 
tencing, as was mentioned by the representative from Michigan, is 
not really an effective legislation to deter crime. We think that 
many of the persons who have testified today have brushed over 
the issue of whether in fact mandatory sentencing or the Habitual 
Criminals Act being passed across the country have in fact done 
what they are intended to do. 

The evidence is far from clear. In fact, if we look at the evidence 
very closely, we see that the evidence tends to show that at this 
point in time there is no deterrent, or a very, very minimum deter- 
rent effect. The deterrent effect is usually related to the person 
who is sentenced to long-term incarceration, that is, it deters this 
person but it does not have to have an impact on the crime rate. 

We point out that in Michigan and Massachusetts, where manda- 
tory sentencing laws were passed, as well as in New York, the 
crime rate did not decrease. Rather than the crime rate decreasing, 
convictions and prosecutions decreased. The basic unfairnesses in 
the act results not only because it does not consider the various 
factors that make up the circumstances of the crime, but in fact, is 
directly related to the fact that the two priors may be without a 
firearm. The prior convictions may in fact be for crimes against 
property of very little monetary value. Those aspects of the bill 
make the bill very unfair to the individual person before the crimi- 
nal justice system. 

Thank you. 
[The statement follows:] 
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TESTIMONY OF THE 

NATIONAL PRISON PROJECT 

BEFORE THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

 SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME  

Introduction 

My name is Adjoa A. Aiyetoro and I am a staff attorney with 

the Washington based National Prison Project of the American Civil 

Liberties Union.  Through litigation and public education the 

National Prison Project seeks to protect prisoners' rights, to assist 

in bringing conditions in the nation's prisons up to constitution- 

ally required minlmuns, and to develop rational, less costly, more 

humane and more effective alternatives to incarceration.  We are 

primarily a litigation project and it is from the experiences we 

have had in prison litigation across the country that I testify on 

behalf of the National Prison Project. 

The Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act now before this 

Subcommittee is a mandatory minimum sentencing bill.  The National 

Prison Project testifies in opposition to this proposed legislation. 

Mandatory sentencing laws are ineffective crime prevention mechanisms 

while at the same time they increase costs to taxpayers.  Additionally 

H.R. 6386 treats similarly very different criminal conduct t  contains 

a provision which exempts the Attorney General from compliance 

with its jurisidictional requirements by denying the court the 

authority to quash the indictment for failure to so comply. 
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H.R. 6386 and Mandatory Minimuin Sentencing Law3 

Mandatory minimum sentencing laws similar to H.R. 6386 are 

proposed for a number of reasons.  (1) They are touted as assuring 

that a person committing a crime covered by the laws will be given 

a certain time as punishment for such commission by removing the 

discretion of the Court in sentencing.  (2) The proponents of these 

bills assert that they serve as a deterrent to other persons 

contemplating commission of the crimes covered by the law. 

(3) It is claimed that such laws protect society from dangerous 

criminals.  (4) According to sponsors of a similar bill in the 

Senate, in addition to the reasons outlined above, this Act is 

being proposed to assist the states which have been unable to 

secure sufficient sentences for people who are habitual offenders 

and in which overcrowded conditions within their prisons make it 

difficult for them to give sufficient sentences for the habitual 

criminal. 

The Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act does not 

eliminate discretion in deciding who will get the longer sentences. 

Rather, it substitutes the discretion of prosecutorial and state 

law enforcement officials for the discretion of the judge in a 

criminal trial.  As U.S. District Court Judge Frank Kaufman noted, 

Fixed or minimum sentencing, which eliminates or 
minimizes the trial judge's opportunity to exercise 
discretion in sentencing, will only increase the 
present awesome power of law enforcement and 
prosecutorial officials to determine sentences. 
All persons committing the same crime are not 
similarly charged, whether because the apprehend- 
ing officer or the prosecutor are "nice guys" or 
are friends of the offender or his family, or want 
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cooperation or information from the offender, 
or for many other reasons.  Some defendants are 
charged with one or more crimes with sentences 
totalling fewer years or carrying only fines as 
penalties.  Still other offenders plead guilty 
under beneficial plea agreements, and some are 
not charged at all.  Thus, fixed or minimum 
sentencing does not eliminate sentencing dis- 
parities and does not provide equal and 
predictable treatment for each would-be offender. 
Kaufman, The Sentencing Views of Yet Another Judge» 
66 Georgetown Law Review 1247 (1978). 

This Act contains no provisions addressing this problem.  The 

federal government is not required by the Act to prosecute every 

person whose alleged criminal conduct falls within the ambit of 

the Act.  Additionally, the practicality of the situation would seen 

to necessitate reliance on state law enforcement and prosecutorial 

agencies for information on persons whose conduct may be covered 

by the Act.  For the reasons outlined by Judge Kaufman neither the 

federal prosecutor nor the state law enforcement and prosecutorial 

officials may choose to charge or prosecute the individual for a 

crime covered by the Act even though there may be ample factual 

support for accusing the person of and prosecuting then for 

commission of the covered crime.  Such circumvention of the Act is 

not mere speculation.  In New York, after passage of mandatory 

minimum sentencing law for drug convictions, indictments decreased 

for these crimes although crime rates did not similarly decrease. 

Joint Committee on New York Drug Law Evaluation, The Nation's 

Toughest Drug Law (1977). 

The belief that mandatory minimum (but lengthy) sentences will 

in fact deter armed robbery and burglary with a firearm is likewise 

erroneous. 
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While the concept of deterrence may have appli- 
cation in the area of white collar crime, it has 
little or no meaning in the alienated world of 
violent street crime.  This v«orld is one of 
savage deprivation.  Virtually all street crime 
comes out of wretched poverty, broken families, 
malnutrition, mental and physical illness, mental 
retardation, racial discrimination, and lack of 
opportunity.  Street crime springs from anger and 
resentjnent of those who have been twisted by a 
culture of grinding oppression.  The roots of 
street crime are thus imbedded deep within the 
Inequities of our very social structure.  So long 
as these inequities remain the roots will be 
continually refreshed and rejuvenated.  To speak 
of incapacitation and deterrence in this context 
is to consign oneself to a treadmill, unable to 
stem the increasing crime rate — despite a 
succession of repressive measures.  Bazelon, Missed 
Opportunities in Sentencing Reform, 7 Hofstra Law 
Review 57 at 59 (1978). 

Even among those authorities who adhere to the general deterrence 

theory, there is relatively widespread agreement that deterrence 

depends both on the severity of the sentence imposed and on the 

certainty of its imposition.  See Becker, Crime and Punishment! 

An Economic Approach, 76 J. Pol. Econ. 169, 176 (1968); Posner, 

Economic Analysis of Law $7.2 (2d ed. 1977).  Indeed, it may well 

be that certainty of some punishment ia far more important in 

producing a deterrent effect than length of imprisonment.  See 

Block & Lind, An Economic Analysis of Crimes Punishable by 

Imprisonment, 4 J. Legal Stud. 479 (1975); Deterrence and Incap- 

acitation 37. 

As discussed above, H.R. 6386 does not make "certain" that 

every person accused of commission of the crimes covered by it 

will in fact be prosecuted under the Act.  Additionally, there is 
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person guilty of all the requisite elements of the proposed federal 

offenses when they believe that the mandatory sentence without 

possibility of parole is too harsh given the facts of a particular 

case.  This phenomenon was reported in Michigan after that state 

adopted mandatory inlnimma two year sentences for offenders who 

carried a gun while committing any felony.  See Heumann i  Loftin, 

Mandatory Sentencing and the Abolition of Plea Bargaining: The 

Michigan Felony Firearm Statute, 13 Law t  Soc. Rev. 393, 417-420 

(1979).  The conviction rate also declined In New York after the 

imposition of mandatory minimum sentences for drug crimes, from 

one-third to one-fifth of all drug arrests.  The number of convictions 

relative to dispositions fell from 86 percent in 1972 to 80 percent 

in 1976, after passage of the mandatory sentencing laws.  A 1977 

study on the New York Drug Laws concluded, "The total number of 

convictions for drug offenses in felony courts in the period 1974 

to mid-1976 was lower than would have been expected during the 

same period under old law disposition patterns." See Joint 

Committee on New York Drug Law Evaluation, supra. 

The sentences imposed on offenders only affect those offenders 

who have been convicted — a small fraction of those that coRimit 

crimes.  Longer prison sentences will not bolster the low arrest 

eind conviction rates that make punishment uncertain eind deterrence 

weak.  The net result may well be that notwithstanding the long 

sentences dictated by this legislation, potential offenders will 

perceive that the chances are low of being apprehended, charged, 

convicted, and sentenced and they will not be deterred from 

committing the crimes covered by the bill.  Michigan and Massachusett 
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used mandatory sentences for felonies conmitted with a fireaxn. 

Violent crimes continued to rise along with the overall crime rate. 

To the extent that the possibility of a long pi*ivon sentence 

generates any deterrent effect, the issue of equity and fairness 

is raised whether the isiniinal deterrent effect generated by the 

selective ijnpositlon of long sentences on a relatively few offenders 

can be justified.  Fairness dictates that rather than subjecting 

a few offenders to fairly draconian sentences, law enforcement 

resources should be committed to ensuring that more offenders are 

detected cmd receive some punishment.  See Perlman i Stebblns, 

Implementing an Equitable Sentencing System, 65 Va. L. Rev. 1175, 

1189 (1979) (*The use of one person as a means to prevent others 

raises serious philosophical questions and the temptation to econ- 

onize by deterring with a big — although seldom applied — stick 

makes those who are concerned with equity uneasy*). 

Laws such as H.R. 6386 will not serve to protect society from 

dangerous criminals.  The impact on the federal prison system from 

an increase in the number of persons convicted under the federal 

laws will lead to more overcrowding of the system.  Overcrowding 

has been found in many cases to lead to increased violence and 

inadequacies in educational and vocational programs.  These conditlone 

embitter offenders and lead to first time offenders committing 

further crimes upon their release.  See Ruiz v. Estelle, 503 F.Supp. 

1265 (S.O. Tex. 1980); Silberman, Criminal Violence, Criminal 

Justice, 505 n.(1978); von Hirsch, Prediction of Criminal Conduct, 

21 Buffalo Law Review 717 (1972). 
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Argvonenta by proponents of this bill that states are unable 

to give lengthy sentences for the type of offenders covered by this 

Act are indeed unfounded.  States regularly give extremely long 

sentences for similar crimes.  See, e.g., the sentences given inmates 

in the state courts of Texas, llorth Carolina and Virginia.  State 

legislators are not precluded, therefore, from 'iiuthorlzlng longer 

sentences if they are convinced that such legislation will in fact 

lead to a decrease in crime.  The federal prison system is currently 

17% overcrowded.  See, Monday Morning Highlights, U.S. Department 

of Justice, Federal Prison System.  It seems to be a basio contra- 

diction to propose to take federal jurisdiction of certain crimes 

due to the overcrowded conditions in state prisons while Ignoring 

similar conditions within the federal system. 

Mandatory miminum sentencing proposals are politically attractive 

schemes for reducing crimes because their costs are hidden. 

Proponents of mandatory minimum sentences often assert that even if 

mandatory sentencing does not dramatically reduce crime, at least 

it makes a beginning, with the implication that the "beginning" 

effort does not impose extra costs on the citizens it seeks to 

protect. This assumption is false on two counts.  First, to be 

effective, mandatory minimum sentencing proposals impose enormous 

monetary costs on taxpayers, in terms of the costs of longer trials, 

the maintenance of greater numbers of people in prison, and the 

construction of new prisons.  Second, the mandatory sentencing 

proposals divert resources — both monetary and psychological -- 

away from effective means of fighting crime, thereby raising the 

levels of frustration and fear of citizens who continue to be 
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victimized by crime.  Far from being a panacea in the battle 

against rising crime, mandatory minimum sentences often make the 

problem worse. 

The overcrowded conditions of the federal prison system will 

eventually necessitate the construction of new prisons.  Without 

new prisons, offenders sentenced under the bill would replace 

inmates imprisoned for other crimes, who would then be back out 

on the streets.  The construction costs for new prisons range from 

$50,000 to $100,000 per cell.  The total prison costs per additional 

inmate would be $65,000 to $68,000 for one year, and $15,000 to 

$18,000 for every year thereafter. 

These prison expenses would make the cost of the bill enormous. 

If the bill's only impact was to incarcerate in the federal prison 

system 500 offenders, the cost would-be $7.5 million per year i  $25 

million for prison construction.  Imprisoning 1,000 additional 

offenders would cost $15 million every year, and $50 million in 

prison construction costs.  An additional 2,000 inmates would cost 

$30 million a year, and $100 million in construction costs. 

The experiences of states with mandatory minimum sentencing 

statutes support these predictions.  New York State's mandatory 

sentences for drug crimes generated new prison construction at an 

expense of $160 million.  A Pennsylvania legislative report 

estimated that mandatory sentencing proposals considered in 1976 

would cost the state $54 million a year in operating expenses and 

$105 million in construction costs.  See Testimony of William G. 

Nagel, Executive Vice President of American Foundation's Institute 

of Corrections, Joint Committee on the Judiciary, Connecticut 
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General Assembly, March 18, 1977. 

Court expenses are another cost of the bill.  If federal 

prosecutors charge offenders with the proposed measure, and judges 

sentence defendants under the sentencing provisions, most defendants 

would go all the way through the trial process, rather than plea 

bargaining for a 15 year minimum sentence.  The plea bargaining 

for crimes against persons and property support this analysis. 

Convictions for violent crimes carry longer sentences than property 

crime convictions.  In 1977, 90.5 percent of the property crime 

convictions came as pleas; but only 71.8% of the violent crime 

convictions were by plea.  In 1978, property crime convictions 

were 91.1% pleas, and crimes against persons convictions were 81% 

pleas.  Crime and Justice Profile: The Nation's Capital, 101 (1979). 

Trial costs are far more expensive than plea bargaining costs. 

Jury trials in California average 24.2 hours at $3000 per trial. 

A guilty plea took 15 minutes and $215 (including all processing 

costs).  Rhodes, Plea Bargaining; Who Gains? Who Loses?, 14 PROHIS 

Research Project at 54 (1978) .  New YorJc spent an additional S32 

million to enforce and implement its mandatory sentencing laws. 

The secondary costs of the bill are also high.  The $10 million, 

$25 million, S50 million or $100 million that the bill costs will 

come from reductions of other services - welfare, education, job- 

training - and from higher taxes.  The perception of citizens that 

they have wasted their tax dollars on illusory crime prevention will 

destroy their confidence in the police, courts, and government, and 

increase their despair that nothing can be done to fight crime. 
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In addition to believing that H.R. 6386, like other mandatory 

sentencing laws will not in fact do what Its sponsors and supporters 

assert it will do, we object to this bill because of its failure to 

differentiate between conduct which may be very different. 

The bill allows for the prosecution of a person convicted of 

two prior robberies or burglaries whether or not a firearm was in 

fact used in the prior crimes.  In addition> a person whose past 

robberies or burglaries were of property of low monetary value is 

treated like a person whose convictions were for property valued 

at thousands of dollars.  Likewise, one prosecution under H.R. 

6386 can be for a crime where property values had a broad range and 

where the defendant neither personally carried the firearm nor knew 

that a participant had possession of a firearm. 

H.R. 6386 would thus create unfairness among defendants con- 

victed of the same offense because it would strip the court of its 

ability to consider the particular characteristics of the offender's 

criminal behavior, both past and present, when fashioning a sentence. 

The bill requires the court, upon conviction, to sentence the 

defendant to a minumum of 15 years without possibility of parole. 

According to Judge David Bazelon, 

The assumption that defendants or offenses can 
be categorized in a meaningful way is problem- 
atic.  The variety of possible situations simply 
defies such bright lines...There are an Infinite 
number of ways of characterizing any individual 
defendant, and which characteristics are relevant 
must be determined by the particular circumstances 
of the specific case.  Bazelon, Missed Opportunities 
in Sentencing Reform, 7 Hofstra Law Review 57 at 
62 (1978). 



The formal elements of a particular crime admit of widely varying 

offender behavior with respect to such characteristics as how the 

offender treated his victim and whether the offender "master- 

minded" the criminal endeavor or merely participated as a relatively 

Inactive co-defendant.  Perhaps the most important such factor in 

sentencing an offender convicted of commission of an armed robbery 

or burglary is how the offender used the firearm.  An offender whp 

relied upon the firearm to coerce his victim should receive a 

harsher sentence than the offender who was merely discovered  upon 

arrest to have been carrying a concealed firearm at the time of 

the offense, or one whom had no knowledge that a participant had a 

firearm. 

Finally, the bill precludes the defendant from challenging the 

authority of the federal prosecutor to proceed with the prosecution 

of his case.  It denies the Court the authority to quash the indict- 

ment for failure of the Attorney General to, among other things> 

give notice to the State of its intent to prosecute or to refrain 

from prosecuting the defendant because of a pending state prosecution. 

This denial potentially infringes upon the right of the defendant 

to be tried only once- 

Conclusion 

H.R. 6386, "Armed Robbery and Burglary Prevention Act", is an 

unnecessary, and possibly unconstitutional, expansion of the federal 

criminal laws.  It intrudes into the province of the states to 
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prosecute persons accused of armed robbery and burglary. The bill, 

like similar bills passed by State governments, is based on incorrect 

assumptions that it will deter crime and decrease the discretion of 

courts and juries. Additionally, this bill unfairly treats as 

similar very distinct behaviors and denies the defendant the 

right to challenge the authority of the Attorney General to proceed 

with the prosecution.  The National Prison Project of the American 

Civil Liberties Union Foundation, for the reasons discussed above, 

believes this bill, if passed, will have a negative impact on the 

federal prison system, increase costs to the taxpayers, and fail 

to achieve its stated purposes. 

Mr. HUGHES. Thank you very much. 
Dr. Wellford. 

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES WELLFORD, INSTITUTE OF CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE AND CRIMINOLOGY, COLLEGE PARK, MD. 

Mr. WKLLFORD. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here today 
with you and to describe to you two efforts, one at the Federal level 
and one at the State level, that I think are important for your con- 
sideration and the consideration of the subcommittee as you review 
this and related legislation. 

The two efforts are a research effort done by Inslaw and the De- 
partment of Justice focusing particularly on career criminals in the 
Federal system. The second is an effort by the State of Maryland, 
which we call the repeat offender program experiment, which in- 
volves five local jurisdictions in Mfuyland attempting to use the re- 
sults of current research to better structure career criminal pro- 
grams. 

As you know, and as the speakers before me have indicated, the 
research on career criminals is quite recent. Basically, all we have 
done is to document the fact that a very small percentage of people 
do accoimt for a substtintial amoimt of crime, and more important- 
ly, a substantial amount of serious crime. The efforts to develop 
career criminal units in local prosecutors' offices have, according to 
the evaluations done by Mitre Corp., not enhanced our ability to 
deal with crime. Those career criminal units seem to have put into 
a more formal structure what prosecutors were doing all along, 
picking out bad cases and giving them special consideration. 

When the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime issued 
its phase 1 report, they suggested that the Attorney General direct 
relevant units within the Department to consider in what ways the 
Federal Grovernment could contribute to dealing with the problem 
of habitual, chronic or career criminals. 

One of the things the Attorney General did was to direct the 
Federal justice research program, which is located in the Office of 
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Legal Policy, to begin research on career criminals in the Federal 
sjrstem. 

I know that Mr. Olsen, before he left, presented you with a copy 
of the final report from that project which is literally just being 
distributed today. I think you nave the first copy given to anyone 
outside of the Department of Justice. That report, the summeuy 
version of which is called "Targeting Federal Resources on Recidi- 
vists," describes last year's effort to look at the problem of career 
criminals in the Federal system. Let me just highlight a couple of 
what I think are the critical findings in tnat study for your consid- 
eration. 

First, the study considered criminal history of a sample of the in- 
dividuals arrested and charged in the Federal system in 1976. We 
found that in about 25 percent of those individuals, a little over 
2,000 of them, had substantial non-Federal arrest records. By sub- 
stantial, I mean 5 or more non-Federal arrests in the last 10 years. 
As a matter of fact, they had averaged a little over 10 arrests per 
person during that time period. 

So that the notion that Federal offenders, those people coming 
into the Federal system are very different from those in State and 
local systems may not be entirely accurate. There is a group of 
people currently in the Federal system who do have substantial in- 
volvement in crime, if we use arrest as one measure. 

Another study we did as part of the Federal sentencing project 
involved interviews with current incarcerated offenders. Our esti- 
mate is, and I think it is a conservative one, that Federal offenders 
on average will commit about 20 offenses per year free. These are 
offenses now, not arrests. So these 10 arrests during this period 
will really stand for a substantiaJ number of offenses that these in- 
dividuals are committing. We suggest then in this report that there 
exists within the current Federal system a career criminal popula- 
tion that should be getting attention. The question for the Federal 
system, as it is for State and local is can those people be identified 
with any acceptable degree of accuracy before they are career 
criminals? 

I think it is probably too late after a person has committed their 
third offense with a weapon. The impact on society of that individ- 
ual will already be so substantial that we will be doing again what 
I think we have done all along, dealing harshly with the offender 
often they have finished their hearing involvement in crime. 

The second part of the study was to develop a predictive proce- 
dure that could be used by U.^ attorneys, in selecting out cases for 
special prosecution. Attacned as table 2 in the testimony is the pro- 
totype of what such a predictive system might look like. It is only 
one of many that could be developed. It is one that we think would 
be a fairly accurate one that would identify career criminals with a 
reasonable degree of accuracy. I offer it to you as an example of an 
approach where we would try to use the best knowledge available 
to identify earlier than we are now doing the career criminals cur- 
rently caught up in the Federal system. 

We estimate, and table 3 of the prepared testimony points to 
this, that if this instrument was used, we would identify a group 
each year of about 2,000. I am not sure where the number of 500 
that nas been used throughout this morning came from, but we 
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would estimate about 2,000 individuals who have had substantial 
involvement. That is, they meet the usual definition of a habitual 
offender used in research, five to eight or more offenses during a 5- 
year period, with a high degree of accuracy and that those individ- 
uals then could be given special handling, increased efforts to 
achieve a successful prosecution, and where appropriate, an en- 
hanced sentence. 

This could be done within existing Federal resources. That is 
why the report is labeled "Targeting Federal Resources." This 
would not require substantial expansion of the Federal prison 
system or investigative or prosecutorial resources. It would mean 
directing those resources in ways that are consistent with achiev- 
ing a maximum impact on career criminals. 

The research now is complete. It is in the hands of the Depart- 
ment, and we understand the Department is looking at this, 
making it available to the law enforcement coordinating commit- 
tees, and assessing how it might best use the results of this re- 
search. 

The second effort I would like to describe is the one in Maryland, 
this Repeat Offender Program Experiment (ROPE). On October 6 
and 7, Maryland will hold a meeting at the College Park campus, 
University of Maryland. At that conference, we will have research- 
ers, prosecutors, legislators, et cetera, from around the country, we 
will discuss this general problem and review a program that has 
been in development for about 2 years in the State of Maryland— 
ROPE. 

A task force consisting of operational people and researchers has 
worked for over 2 years to develop this program. It is now being 
implemented in five jurisdictions who are going about the sfune 
kind of study I just described very briefly at the Federal level, to 
see if we cannot find a way to identify earlier than we are now and 
with some high degree of accuracy potential career criminals for 
special handling at the prosecutorial level. 

I think the efibrt in Maryland is really a model that many other 
States, once it is better known, will follow, and you will see more of 
a concerted effort at the State level and local level to use the vast 
amount of research that the National Institute of Justice and the 
National Institutes of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
have made available, but right now it is not being used in a way I 
think it should be, except in rare instances such as Maryland. 

Along with others today, I thank you very much for your support 
of the Justice Assistance Act. I think that approach will proviae a 
mechanism by which State and locals can have the resources to 
test out and develop the kinds of programs that research has sug- 
gested. Without it, I am afraid the contributions of NU and the 
other Federal agencies that are supporting research will not be 
maximized to the degree they should. 

Mr. HUGHES. Thank you. I appreciate the comments about the 
Justice Assistance Act. We quite agree. Both Hal Sawyer, the rank- 
ing minority member, and I are very, very committed to that na- 
tional leadership. 

Doctor, I foimd your proposed scoring system interesting. I can 
understand most of the categories. I suspect we can probably 
debate the weight you have put on some of the categories, out I no- 

lS-616   0-88- 
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ticed that there isn't a category to deal with the personal environ- 
ment of the defendant. For instance, does he have a job? Does he 
have any assets? Does he have a commitment of some kind to the 
community? What is his family relationship? Things that might 
represent social pressure on that individual. Is there some reason 
for that? 

Mr. WELLFORD. There are two reasons, Mr. Hughes. One is the 
fact that these weights are derived from the statistical work that 
we did, and in a sense simply reflect the best predicters that were 
available in the large number of variables we had, including many 
of the things you mentioned. It just turned out that these items, 
the prior record, prior type of incarceration, et cetera were, more 
accurate predictors. 

The second was that there was some concern that employment 
history, family structure, educational level, et cetera, while they 
may bie reasonable predictors, may be too closely related to consti- 
tutionally suspect factors. For that reason, for example, the parole 
commission eliminated some of the family history variable from 
their predicters because they were just too confounded with the 
factors of race. They were introducing the potential for bias. 

So, for both of those reasons, they do not fall in, although  
Mr. HUGHES. I have difficulty with that, because that cuts across 

racial, ethnic, and religious lines. We could almost predict with some 
degree of accuracy, when I was a young prosecutor handling juve- 
nile offenders, almost predict from the family background the 
youngsters we were going to have problems with. 

Mr. WELLFORD. I think the same way you could probably predict 
from the record the offense history of that person. I do not think 
tmyone is suggesting one can predict prior to the first or second 
contact with the system. If we were doing that, then the kinds of 
factors you are suggesting would be terribly important, and the 
only ones that would be available. 

What we are talking about is looking at a developing pattern of 
criminal behavior and seeing if we cannot interdict earlier to slow 
that down. 

Mr. HUGHES. We are talking about crime prevention. That is 
something Ms. Aiyetoro touched on. It is extremely important, and 
we keep neglecting the other component, tr3^g to provide hope 
and the realization of dreamis and all the other things that are the 
intangible factors in our total crime picture. 

One of the things that you stated in your testimony, Ms. Aiye- 
toro, I would like to comment upon is that in your opinion that cer- 
tainty of punishment is far more important than the length of the 
sentence. A lot of the folks are sajring today that the plea bargain- 
ing system has destroyed, to some extent, that certainty that you 
point out as being so importfmt. Would you agree with that assess- 
ment? 

Ms. AIYETORO. I would agree with it. I think the reason I am 
hedging on the whole issue of plea bargaining, as I stated in my 
testimony, is that, because we are not prosecutors smd have not 
worked through the whole prosecutorial system, other than what 
we have read about the plea bargaining system, we are not experts 
on it, and I would not w£mt to make any detailed statements on it 
based on just my opinions in that sense, but I think that is a point 
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that has been made by the ACLU in a couple of things they have 
done, that in fact we need to deal with more certain sentences. 
Whether or not we can do that within a plea-bargaining system, or 
whether we need to get rid of that system, is something that should 
be discussed by people who have the expertise in that area. 

Mr. HUGHES. HOW about you, Doctor? Do you have any observa- 
tions to make? 

Mr. WELLFORD. I think the purpose of sentencing has to be tai- 
lored to the kind of offender that one is dealing with. When we are 
talking about career/habitual offenders, chronic offenders, profes- 
sional thieves, however you want to label them, we are talking 
about, as someone said earlier, individuals who have made a rela- 
tively rational choice. This is not the casual juvenile who stumbles 
and finds a house open and burgles it. 

Mr. HUGHES. They are plasdng the odds. 
Mr. WELLFORD. They are playing the odds, and the level of deter- 

rence that we can probably achieve in our system will not be a 
factor that will slow them down, so what we look to, unfortunately, 
is incapacitation. At the same time, we cannot give up the goal, as 
you stated, for prevention, or for mtiking sure that people who are 
in prison need to be there. 

There are substantial numbers. Prison administrators have said 
for years that we only need to have 15 percent, 20 percent, 8 per- 
cent, whatever the number has been, in our prisons. The rest are 
not benefiting, and do not need a prison experience. I think it 
works both ways, as we identify career criminals, incarcerate them, 
and recognize that their lengths of sentence will have the primary 
impact on those individuals, we must look at others more carefully 
and see if deterrence, rehabUitetion, and community activities 
might not be a better way to go. 

[The statement follows:] 
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STATEMBNT BY CHARLES F. WEIXFORD, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND 
CRIMINOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, COLLEGE PARK, MD. 

Hr. Chalman, It Is a pleasure to appear before the Sub-conmlttee today 

to discuss with you the status of research and operational prograas In the 

area of career or repeat offenders. As you know, crlolnological research 

In the last ten years has shed considerable light on the topic of career or 

repeat offenders. Beginning with the pioneering work of Marvin Wolfgang and 

his associates at the University of Pennsylvania and the publication of their 

book. Delinquency in a Birth Cohort, in 1972 our field has, with considerable 

support froB the National Institute of Justice, conducted significant research 

in this area. Professor Wolfgang's original work estimated that approximately ' 

6Z of the juvenile birth cohort would account for S3Z of the delinquencies of 

that cohort and BOX of the serious delinquencies. These findings and the 

analyses that were done of career juvenile offenders lead us to begin to focus 

our attention on those individuals who over a period of time maintain rel- 

atively constant involvement in criminal behavior. The RAND Corporation, with 

funding from the National Institute of Justice, has conducted over a period of 

approximately five years a considerable amount of research on adult career 

criminals and observed patterns similar to those depicted by Wolfgang and 

others. 

I know that you are aware .that in the 1970's the Law Enforcement Assis- 

tance Administration mounted a major effort to develop career criminal pro- 

grams in local prosecutor's offices. These programs were to establish 

special units to prosecute career criminals so as to assure proper attention 

was given to their cases and maximum sentences were secured following con- 

viction. An evaluation of the efforts of a large number of career criminal 

programs by the Mitre Corporation concluded that these programs had not had 

significant effects on crime reduction. The Mitre resesrchers found that 
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most of the programs had simply Institutionalized what always had been done 

Informally. 

Still it Is clear that the career criminal. If properly identified at an 

appropriate time, represents the best opportunity for the judicious applica- 

tion of limited criminal Justice resources for the purpose of crime control. 

I would like to discuss with you this morning two recent efforts to bring 

greater clarity and effectiveness to our efforts to deal with career criminals. 

In Phase I of the report of the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent 

Crime it was recommended that the Attorney General direct units within the 

Department of Justice to conduct research on the further development of career 

criminal programs particularly at the federal level.  In response to that 

recommendation the Federal Justice Research Program of the Office of Legal 

Policy contracted with INSLAU Inc. to conduct a comprehensive and intensive 

study of the potential of career criminal programs at the federal level. 

I was at that time the Administrator of the Federal Justice Research Program 

and following my departure from the Department of Justice remained as a 

consultant to the project.  That research Is now complete and will be published 

shortly by the Department of Justice.  I am pleased to be able to report to you 

today some of the principal findings of this project. 

The Federal Career Criminal Project had four major components. The first 

component consisted of a survey of local prosecutors to determine their 

experience with career criminal programs at the local level and their expec- 

tations as to the likely value of career criminal programs at the federal 

level.  The result of this component indicated considerable satisfaction with 

career criminal programs by local attorneys and their expectation that a 
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federal career program would be beneficial especially if it were well inte- 

grated and coordinated with efforts at the local level. The second component 

of the Federal Career Criminal Project involved a survey of U.S. Attorneys 

and Assistant U.S. Attorneys concerning their perceptions of the advantage and 

disadvantages of a federal career criminal program. Again the findings here 

are as we might expect. There was considerable interest in the Career Criminal 

Programs; many of the U.S. Attorneys and Assistant U.S. Attorneys had had 

experience with such efforts in local settings; and, while there was some 

concern that flexibility be maintained In the development of any such program 

there was the recognition by the vast majority of respondents that a properly 

executed program could be of benefit. The third and most Important component 

of the project was a study of the pattern of recidivism among known federal 

offenders.  In this particular aspect of the project we were interested in 

the following questions.  First, is there a portion of defendants in federal 

cases that could be usefully classified as career criminals. Second, what 

are the career criminal patterns for these offenders; how much crime have 

they been involved in; third, can these offenders be identified in a systematic 

way without also identifying other individuals as career criminals whose future 

behavior would not involve heavy amounts of crime. Finally, could these 

Identification proceedings be related to information that is routinely avail- 

able to U.S. Attorneys. 

Vbat  is not often realized Is that habitual offenders who are responsible 

for much local crime frequently violate federal laws, and thus, have their 

cases considered by federal prosecutors. Indeed, 2i  percent of all federal 

arrcstees (by the FBI) have five or more local arrests. Table 1 reveals that 



many  of these "prlor"8 were for serious natters. 

Moreover, arrest statistics fall to reveal the actual amount of crime 

that lies hidden behind apprehensions by lav enforcement officials. From 

Interviews conducted In federal prisons, INSLAW found that, on average, incar- 

cerated offenders who were convicted of street offenses committed nearly 20 

crimes per year when free to do so. 

These findings strongly suggest that there can be a significant federal 

presence In an attack on local street crime. The effectiveness of this attack 

depends importantly on the ability of federal agents and U.S. Attorneys to 

identify the most repetitive offenders. This need brings us to the second 

assumption, that career criminals can be distinguished from more occasional 

offenders. 

To test the second assumption, that career criminals can be identified, 

INSLAW observed the arrests for a sample of 1,700 people who had been con- 

victed of street crimes (robbery, burglary, drug sales, and so on) in federal 

courts. Arrests were recorded for a five-year period that commenced the day 

that the offender was released from prison, or placed on probation, following 

his federal conviction. Our Intent was to identify those offenders who were 

rearrested during this followup period. 

Using statistical procedures, criteria were identified that were useful 

in dlBtinguishing offenders who were engaged in "large" amounts of crime from 

offenders who were involved in lesser amounts of crime. Of course, "large" 

Is a relative term. For purposes of illustration, a habitual offender is 

defined as one who Is expected to commit at least eight serious offenses 

(exclusive of drug sales) per year at risk. 
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In fact, career criminals who satisfy this definition conralt crimes far 

in excess of this figure. 

Table 2 provides a selection criteria that would be expected Co Identify 

habitual offenders. The criteria assign points to salient factors that are 

associated with repeated criminal behavior. For example, an offender (or 

defendant, dependent on his or her legal status) receives 3 points for every 

serious property crime that resulted in an arrest during the five-year period 

preceedlng the instant federal offense. When the offender receives.a suffici- 

ent number of points—47 in this Illustration—he is labeled as a career 

criminal. 

These hypothetical selection criteria appear to do a good job of distin- 

guishing career criminals from other offenders, at least in our sample. The 

numbers provided in Table 3 make this point. 

In Table 3, estimates of the amount of crime that would be committed by 

career criminals and non-habitual offenders over a hypothetical five-year 

period during which both groups are assumed to be free of penal restraints. 

Career criminals are estimated to coraait almost 200 serious offenses, 

exclusive of drug sales—almost 40 crimes per year. The non-habitual coonter- 

part of the career criminal is responsible for an estimated 7 crimes per year. 

On the basis of differential offense rates, the selection rule does an excep- 

tional job of distinguishing offenders. 

Another way to test the validity of the selection criteria is to note 

that, among those offenders who were designated to be habitual, only 14 per- 

cent avoided arrest altogether over the entire five-year followup period. 

Almost half were rearreated during the first year of their freedom. In 
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Table 1 

FEDERAL AKRESTEES WITH S OR MORE PRIOR LOCAL ARRESTS 

Average and Total Number* of Local Arrests for 
2252 Federal Arresteei, by Type of Arrest 

OFFENSE ARRESTS PER INDIVIDUAL TOTAL ARRESTS 

ASSAULTS & HOMICIDE 0.717 1614 

RAPE & KIDNAPPING 0.091 204 

ROBBERY 0.46A 1046 

ARSON 0.186 418 

BURGLARY 0.899 2025 

LARCENY 1.878 4229 

ATUO THEFT 0.599 1348 

FORGERY 0.385 866 

FRAUD 0.556 1251 

DRUGS 1.517 3417 

PROBATION VIOLATIONS 0.714 1609 

WEAPONS 0.525 1183 

OTHERS 2.344 
1 

5279 

ALL OFFENCES 10.875 24489  . 

Based on 9205 1976 federal arrestees; 2252 had 5 or more prior 
non-federal arrests during 1961-1975. 
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Table 2 

PROPOSES POINT SCOUS FOR SELECTING CAUER CRIMINALS 

Variable Points 

Heavy uae of alcohol 

Haroln Daa 

Age at tlBC of Instant arrest 
Less than 22 
23 - 27 
28 - 32 
38 - 42 
43+ 

Length of criminal career 
0-5 years 
6-10 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21+ 

Arrests during last five years 
Crimes of violence 
Crimes against property 
Sale of drugs 
Other offenses 

Longest tine served, single tenn 
1-3 months 
6-12 

13 - 24 
25 - 36 
37-48 « 
4»+ 

Number probation sentences 

Instant offense was crime of violence 

Instant offense was crime labeled "other" 

+ 5 

+ 10 

+ 21 
+ 14 
+ 7 
- 7 
- 14 

4 per arrest 
3 per arrest 
4 par arrest 
2 per arrest 

4 
9 
18 
27 
36 
43 

1.5 per arrest 

7 

18 

47 points: 
Critical Value to Label an Offender 

As a Career Criminal 
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contrast, almost tvo-thlrds of the non-habitual offenders avoided arrest for 

the entire five-year followup period.  Consequently, the selection criteria 

seem to pose little risk that persons who. In fact, would avoid arrest follow- 

ing release would mistakenly be Identified as being career criminals. 

Using these selection criteria to identify career criminals, It is 

estimated that there are currently about 2,000 career criminals prosecuted 

in federal district courts. Of course, this estimate Is subject to the 

definition of an habitual offender. By relaxing the number of "points" 

required to qualify a person as a career criminal, the pool of habitual 

offenders would increase. As a result, however, the estimated number of 

crimes per offender would fall, and the number of non-habitual offenders 

erroneously selected would increase. The effect would be the opposite if 

the criteria were tightened. 

Based on these findings, it can be concluded that there exists in the 

federal system a core of highly active criminals who account for dispropor- 

tionate amount of street crime. Moreover, many of these local offenders 

frequently commit federal crimes, and are liable for federal prosecution. 

The INSLAW research reveals that this core of habitual or career criminals 

can be identified, and thus subjected to special handling by U.S. Attorneys. 

These findings seem to point toward a conclusion that the federal government 

can play an important role in fighting what is too often considered to be a 

local problem: crime on the streets. 1 believe these results clearly indicate 

that there is a considerable opportunity for the federal law enforcement 

agencies to assert a significant influence on the problem of career criminals 

through developing appropriate programs and guidelines at the federal level. 
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Thlg would require no extension of federal jurisdiction, this would require 

no Intrusion or direct operation of federal authorities within more clearly 

local jurisdiction matters, and it would require no additional resources 

except those required for coordination and information purposes. 

In addition to the work recently conpleted at the federal level, it is 

important to note also that efforts are underway at state and local levels 

to refine and Improve career crlffllnal efforts. Most notably the State of 

Maryland has completed a two-year planning effort to develop what they refer 

to as their Repeat Offender Program Experiment or ROPE. This program will be 

fully discussed at the First National Conference on Repeat Offenders which is 

being held at the University of Maryland October 6 and 7 under the direction 

of the Maryland Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. The ROPE program 

Involves five jurisdictions In the State of Maryland that are engaged in a 

local planning process to identify the career criminal population within 

their jurisdictions, and to develop criteria for use in the future selection 

of career criminals for special handling and processing. This represents a 

coinprehensive effort at state level to develop rational, effective programs 

to deal with career criminals. . He fully expect that within the next six 

months to a year that a number of innovative efforts will be underway in 

the State of Maryland to address the Important problems of career criminals. 

An issue today before the Subcomnlttee is the Interest in creating an 

opportunity for the federal criminal justice system to assist state and 

locals In their dealings with career criminals.  I think that this general 

goal is quite commendable and important, and I urge the Subcommittee to 

consider the possibility of encouraging or directing the Department of Justice 
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to utilize the results of the federal career criminal project to establish an 

Information system and guidelines that would facilitate, within all major 

federal districts, the identification and prosecution of career criminals. 

In addition, 1 would suggest to you that the federal government should provide 

assistance including, obviously, financial assistance to those state and local 

efforts that are attempting to develop career criminal programs based on the 

most recent research and understandings. Without such help I do not believe 

we will be able to benefit as much as we should from the research sponsored 

by NIJ. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much for the invitation to appear before 

the Subcommittee.  I will of course attempt to answer any questions that you 

or the members of the Subcoomilttee might have now or at some time in the 

future. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Career Criminal Program has been praised by 

practitioners, policymakers, and researchers alike for being an 

LEAA success story. The Acting Director of OJARS recently 

testified before the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent 

Crime and identified the Career Criminal Program 'as one of 

LEAA's most successful and worthwhile efforts.*  Similarly, 

Edwin Heese, Counselor to the President, in addressing a group 

of prosecutors and judges, recently observed that: 

LEAA did a lot of good, and we must not forget that 
as we look ahead to planning what ought to happen in 
the future.  One of the things it did very well, was 
to provide money for programs such as this, for the 
career criminal program.^ 

In recognition of the accomplishments of the state and 

local career criminal programs, the Attorney General's Task 

Force on violent Crime has recommended that: 

The Attorney General should direct the National 
Institute of Justice and other branches of the 
Department of Justice to conduct research and 
development on federal and state career criminal 
programs, including programs for juvenile offenders 
with histories of criminal violence.3 

Consistent with this recommendation by the Task Force, the 

Office of Legal Policy, Department of Justice, contracted with 

INSLAK, Inc., to provide analytic support for an examination of 

the feasibility of a federal career criminal program.  One of 

the objectives of the analysis is to survey existing local and 

state career criminal programs to determine the range of case 

selection criteria and targeting strategies used by the various 

programs across the country.  Another purpose is to assess the 

extent of local and federal coordination in the identification 

-1- 
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and prosecution of violent offenders. This report documents 

the results of the survey. 

BACKGROUND OF THE LEAA CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM 

In.Hay 1975, LEAA Initiated the Career Criminal Prosecution 

Program to assist prosecutors in their efforts to identify and 

vigorously prosecute recidivistic offenders arrested for such 

offenses as robbery, burglary, rape, and felonious assault. 

Since 1975, LEAA has funded the Implenentation of Career 

Criminal Prosecution units in 48 jurisdictions through the 

Discretionary Program and four multisite programs, involving 24 

additional programs, through the Incentive Program. Another 60 

jurisdictions have implemented the program with State Block 

Grant funds, and still other jusisdlctlons have adopted the 

program using local funds.  In total, between 1975 and 1961, 

LEAA provided approximately $30 million in federal funds to 

local and state prosecutors for implementation of this program. 

Within very broad federal guidelines—offenders must have 

at least one prior felony conviction and the instant offense 

must be one of a set of specified serious offenses, such as 

robbery, burglary, rape, or felonious assault—each 

jurisdiction has been encouraged to design a program that best 

fits local needs and conforms to local law, practice, and 

custom. There are, however, several concepts or programmatic 

features that are common to most, if not all, programs.  The 

central tenet of the program is to focus law enforcement and 

prosecutory resources in order to increase the probability of 

early identification, enhanced investigation, expedited 
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prosecution, conviction to the most serious charge, and 

incarceration of those individuals who have repeatedly 

demonstrated a propensity to commit violent crimes. 

Within these broad guidelines, local programs have been 

free to design their operating procedures and selection 

criteria consistent with the local crime problem.  In a recent 

critique of the Career Criminal Program, Greenwood noted that 

the strength of the national program has been its emphasis on 

focusing on local needs: 

The positive aspects of the program were that 1) it 
was developed by practitioners; 2) adopting sites 
were encouraged to adapt the program model to their 
own unique situation; and 3) a technical assistance 
contractor was provided to assist adopting sites 
with implementation problems and to facilitate the 
exchange of knowledge between sites.^ 

The success of the Career Criminal Program may well be 

attributable to the fact that the program was developed and 

implemented with an appreciation that crime is a local problem 

that creates unique needs and concerns within each community. 

Successful government programs are those that are sufficiently 

flexible to accommodate local considerations while maintaining 

a high degree of national uniformity in programmatic scope and 

purpose. 

Although the primary thrust of the Career Criminal Program 

is to identify and effectively prosecute recidlvlstlc 

offenders, a significant corollary benefit has been the 

program's effect on the organization and operation of 

prosecutors' offices.  The entire sequence of prosecutlon--from 

arrest through disposition—has been improved through the 
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introduction of the pcogran's case and resource management 

techniques. 

Throughout the six-year history of the Career Criminal 

Program, prosecutors have endorsed the program as a workable, 

commonsense approach-to a menacing public problem.  As a result 

of the program, prosecutors have adopted prosecutive techniques 

that support and improve their efforts to manage their offices. 

From a management perspective, the Career Criminal Program 

has enabled prosecutors to do the following: 

Prosecute a select group of cases vertically rather 
than horizontally, following these cases from beginning 
to end and taking responsibility for every step of the 
process.  This requires that prosecutors fully prepare 
all of their cases for trial. 

Provide complete victim/witness services.  Since one 
prosecutor handles a case from arrest through 
disposition, he or she can establish personal contact 
with victims and witnesses.  This may involve referring 
victims and witnesses to various community services or 
meeting with witnesses to explain upcoming court 
proceedings. 

Develop policies on such issues as limited plea 
bargaining.  It is often difficult to adopt new 
policies on an office-wide basis.  The Career Criminal 
Program provides an opportunity for the prosecutor to 
test new policies on a limited basis and then 
incorporate those that are viable into the regular 
office case-processing procedure. 

In addition, the program has fostered cooperation between 

police and prosecutors, which has traditionally been difficult 

to establish.  For example, police officers frequently complain 

that prosecutors do not clearly articulate standards for the 

types of cases they will accept for prosecution. By making 

their selection criteria known to the police, career criminal 

units promote communication and cooperation.  Police officers . 

can focus their efforts on repeat violent offenders, knowing 
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that the career criminal unit will work with them to improve 

the chances that the case will be tried on a solid, accurate 

charge and lead to a conviction on that charge rather than to a 

plea reduction or dismissal. 

With the exception of a few jurisdictions that have 

received extensions to operate until the end of 1981> the LEAA 

Career Criminal Program, for all practical purposes, will end 

on September 30> 1981.  Exhibit 1 presents a list of those 

jurisdictions that have received federal implementation funds, 

the level of that funding, and the years of funding.  The 

exhibit shows that most jurisdictions were funded between 1977 

and 1979.  Reduced funding for LEAA's Office of Criminal 

Justice Programs (OCJP) in the past two years has resulted in 

the Adjudication Division's not having funds to maintain the 

Career Criminal Program.  Thus, the program is at a crossroads 

in its development,  with federal funding due to expire within 

the next few months, many jurisdictions can be expected to let 

the program lapse because of local budget reductions. Of the 

14 federally funded programs that are no longer operational, 13 

listed funding cutbacks as the primary reason for the 

discontinuation of the program.  (See Part I of this report, 

response to survey question 2.)  It is reasonable to assume 

that additional programs will be discontinued within the next 

year. 
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THE SURVEY OF EXISTING PROGRAMS 

As noted above, the purpose of the survey task is to 

produce profiles of existing career criminal programs that are 

focused on the following questions: 

How are career criminal units organized? 

. How are they funded? 

. What are their selection criteria? 

What are their target offenses? 

. What is the extent of their interaction with federal 
investigative and prosecutory agencies? 

.  What is their reaction to the concept of a federal 
career criminal program? 

In order to address these questions, INSLAW developed a 

55-questlon telephone survey.  The survey was administered July 

2 through the 16th.  Using the Directory of Career Criminal 

Programs to identify those jurisdictions operating career 

criminal programs, Interviewers were able to contact 

approximately 85 percent of the eligible jurisdictions. 

Project staff interviewed the district attorney, the career 

criminal project manager, or a career criminal attorney 

thoroughly familiar with the development, implementation, and 

operation of the program.  Interviews took between 30 and 45 

minutes.  Nonrespondents were either out of town, in court, or 

otherwise unavailable.  Two jurisdictions declined to 

participate in the survey. 

In addition to the telephone surveys, INSLAW staff 

Interviewed career criminal prosecutors and investigators in 

person in the Bronx, Manhattan, Chicago, Detroit, Seattle, Los 
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85 

Angeles, and San Diego. Site reports for those interviews are 

included as appendixes to this report. 

Throughout this report, survey responses are presented by 

population groups.  The first group consists of those 

jurisdictions with populations that exceed 1 million; the 

second, jurisdictions with populations between 500,000 and 1 

million; the third, jurisdictions between 250,000 and 500,000; 

and the fourth, jurisdictions with populations between 100,000 

and 250,000.  Responses have been grouped in this way because 

programs within population groups are likely to have more in 

common with each other than with programs in other population 

groups. For example, the nature of the crime problem in the 

Bronx is generally more like that in Detroit and Viashington, 

D.C., than in Syracuse or Elmira. Moreover, the organizational 

structure of large offices is significantly different from that 

in small offices. Thus, in order to allow valid comparisons 

between programs, we have divided them into these four groups. 

However, it is interesting to note in the survey responses 

the large number of differences within population groups. As 

noted above, LEAA promoted the concept of local diversity 

within broad guidelines, and it appears that that diversity has 

been maintained throughout the six years of the program's 

existence. 

The results of the survey are presented in four partsi 

I.  Program and Office Characteristics 

II.  Selection Criteria and Process 

III.  Interagency Coordination 

IV. Impact and Attitudes 
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The final section of the report presents our conclusions. Site 

reports are included as Appendixes A - F. 

NOTES 

1. Robert Diegelman, Hay 1981. 

2. Edwin A. Meese, III, 'Transcript of Remarks to the PROMIS 
Users Group Meeting" (INSLAVi, April 1981): 11. 

3. Task Force on Violent Crime, Phase I Report (June 1981): 25. 

4. Peter Greenwood, 'Crime Control:  Explaining Our 
Ignorance,' draft report (Santa Monica, Calif.: Rand 
Corporation, 1981): IV-2. 

5. National Directory of Career Criminal Programs (INSLAW, 
1980). 
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Part I 

PRCX5RAM AND OFFICE CHARACTERISTICS . 

This series of questions was designed to provide a profile 

of career criminal units in terms of staffing patterns, 

organizational structures, and funding sources. 

It is notable that 80 percent of those jurisdictions that 

received federal funds to implement and operate career criminal 

programs are still running active programs.  Although federal 

funding expired two or three years ago for many of these 

programs, they have been largely successful in obtaining 

financial support from state and local sources.  It remains to 

be seen whether they will be able to secure funding when their 

state and local governments face budget cutbacks. 

Survey Responses* 

Additional detail on Part I survey responses is provided in 

Exhibit 2, pages 24-27, and Exhibit 3, pages 28-31. 

1.  Do you have a career criminal program operating in your 
office?  If yes, was it initiated under LEAA funding? 

All Programs LEAA Funded 

llo. of responses      117 72 

Percent Yes 82% 80% 

*More than one response for each jurisdiction is sometimes 
possible. 

-11- 



LEAA-funded programs fared slightly worse than the national 

average in terms of whether the program was still operational. 

The jurisdictions initially funded federally that have 

discontinued their programs are Boston, New Orleans, Kansas 

City, Minneapolis, Jersey City, Jacksonville, Oklahoma City, 

Tallahassee, Kalamazoo, Miami, Broome County, Pensacola, 

Daytona Beach, and Titusville.  With the exception of Boston, 

New Orleans, and Kalamazoo, all of the programs were recently 

begun and appear not to have had sufficient time to develop 

before their funding expired. 

2.  Why did you discontinue the program? 

No. of responses 
Lack of funding 
Legal Complications 
political problems 
Other 

Popul stion* 
Total 1 2 3 4 

18 1 8 3 6 
17 0 8 3 6 
1 0 1 0 0 
6 1 3 2 0 
1 0 1 0 0 

•Group 1 " population of 1 million or more; 2 • 500,000 to 
1 million} 3 - 250,000 to 500,000; 4 • 100,000 to 250,000. 

Funding is the major reason that programs have been 

discontinued (94%).  In an additional six jurisdictions (33%), 

programs were discontinued when new district attorneys were 

elected.  One jurisdiction, Seattle, discontinued the career 

criminal program, per se.  However, they transferred some of 

the techniques of the career criminal program to their regular 

case processing routine. 
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Bow long has the career criminal program been in existence? 

 Population  
Total 

No. of responses 82      15     25     21    21 

Average no. of months 
in operation 42 53 41 37 35 

As expected, given the initial purposes envisaged for the 

program, larger jurisdictions have operated career criminal 

progreuns longer, on the whole, than have either medium-sized or 

smaller jurisdictions.  The LEAA program was designed 

originally as an effort to help prosecutors in large cities 

focus on the most serious cases in their growing case loads. 

During the first two yearsof LEAA's program, attention focused 

almost exclusively on very large jurisdictions, where the 

program was believed to be most warranted.  Gradually, between 

1978 and 1981, an increasing number of medium-size and small 

jurisdictions adopted the prosecutory techniques of the 

program.  In many ways, the big city programs have served as 

models to smaller jurisdictions in terms of program design, 

implementation, and operation.  The survey responses indicate 

that large city programs have existed for 18 months longer, on 

average, than small city programs. 

4. How is the program currently funded? By percentage, 
specifically: 

No. of responses 
% federal, average 
t state, average 
t local, average 

Popu lation 
Total 1 2 3 4 

80 15 25 19 21 
10% 9% 7% 7% 16% 
48% 60% 55% 44% 31% 
43% 31% 38% 49% 53% 
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Th« prlaary goal of programs such as the Career Criminal 

Program is to provide 'seed money' to jurisdictions to 

demonstrate the need for, and value of, the program.  Once 

programs have been proven to be successful, it is expected that 

local and state funding will be made available to institution- 

alize the program.  The responses to question 4 indicate that 

jurisdictions in population groups 1 and 2 are now funded 

almost exclusively from state and local sources. 

Some states (California, New York, Massachusetts, and 

Connecticut) have passed state legislation providing for 

statewide career criminal programs.  Other jurisdictions, Knox 

County, Tennessee, for example, have been appropriated state 

monies to continue their career criminal progr2uiis once federal 

funding expired.  Other jurisdictions receive funding from 

local county boards. 

S.  Was the program funded in different proportions 
in the past? 

 Population 
Total 1 2 3 4 

82 15 25 21 21 

73% 86% 88% 85% 33% 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

The responses to this question indicate that except for the 

smallest jurisdictions most programs have received funding from 

a number of different sources and in varying proportions.  This 

indicates that these programs have been durable enough to 

withstand change. 
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Total 1 2 3 4 

60 13 22 18 7 
68% 73% 74% 71% 53% 
21% 22% 19% 15% 29% 
11% 5% 7% 14% 19% 

91 

6. What was the percentage funding originally? 

Population 

No. of responses 
% federal, average 
% state, average 
% local, average    

100%  100%  100%  100% 

AS  can be seen from the responses to question 6, the two 

largest population groups received an average of 75 percent 

federal assistance in implementing their career criminal 

programs. Those same programs now receive an average of over 

90 percent of their funding from state and local sources. 

These responses indicate that jurisdictions that received 

federal funds to implement career criminal programs have been 

successful in obtaining state and local funding as federal 

funding diminished. This suggests that the federal investment 

has paid off. Local funding sources appear to have become 

convinced of the value of the programs.  Moreover, the concept 

of career criminal prosecution was adopted by several 

jurisdictions without the benefit of federal funding. 

7. Have there been changes in the budget (amount, type) 
since the program's initiation? 

Population 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

Total 1 2 3 4 

82 15 25 21 21 

58% 53% 52% •61% 66% 
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Consistent with responses to question 5, most respondent* 

reported that their budgets have changed since the program was 

initiated. Almost all have seen a decrease in funding levels. 

This is significant because a successful career criminal unit 

requires a close working relationship among the unit's 

attorneys. This type of cooperation develops over time.  If a 

special unit's existence is questioned or jeopardized by 

uncertain funding, a close working relationship is more 

difficult to establish and the impact of the program may be 

diminished. 

8. At the present time, how many attorneys are assigned to the 
career criminal unit? 

Population 
Total 1 i             3 4 

82 15 25            21 21 

3.8 7 3.8          2.4 ?-3 

No. of responses 

Average number 
of attorneys 

The average number of attorneys in career criminal units in 

the first and second population groups (S.4 attorneys) is more 

than twice the number in the third and fourth groups (2.3 

attorneys). The number of career criminal attorneys varies 

considerably within population groups.  For example, in the 

first group, Los Angeles employs 24 career criminal attorneys 

while Allegheny County, New York, employs only 1 full-time 

career criminal attorney. These are the extremes, however, and 

most of the major city programs consist of 1 supervisor and 3-4 

senior attorneys. 
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9. What ia the average number of years of experience of 
attorneys In the D.A.'s office? 

Total 
Population 

1 2 3 4 

No. of responses 

Average years 
experience 

77 

4.3 

15 

4.5 

25 

4.2 

18 

?.6 

19 

Until only recently, working in a prosecutor's office was 

not a career position, but rather a position held by young 

attorneys for two or three years before entering private 

practice. However, in recent years there has been a growth of 

professionalism in district attorneys' offices. This 

professionalism is evidenced by the average seniority of deputy 

district attorneys--for exeunple:  8 years in Los Angeles, San 

Diego, and Waterbury, Connecticut; 6 years in Houston, Orange 

County, Sacramento, and New Haven; and 5 years in San 

Francisco, Hartford, and Milwaukee. 

Thus, district attorneys are able to assign increasingly 

senior prosecutors to special units, such as the career 

criminal program.  As can be seen in the responses to questions 

10 and 11 below, the minimum experience of career criminal 

attorneys approaches the average for the entire office, and the 

average for the career criminal unit is usually 2-to-3 years 

more than the office average.  The assignment of senior 

prosecutors to career criminal units is an Important aspect of 

the program.  Since CCP prosecutors handle cases vertically. It 

is crucial that they be familiar with all aspects of 

prosecution. The greater experience of career criminal 

-17- 
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attorneys helps to ensure that the unit's cases are fully and 

vigorously prosecuted by experienced attorneys. 

10. What is the minimum number o£ years o£ experience of 
CCP unit attorneys? 

 Population 
Total     I     2     3 

No. of responses     57      13    25    10     9 

Hlnlfflum years 
experience        3.8 4   3.1   4.2 3.8 

11. Hhat Is the average number of years of experience of 
attorneys assigned to your career criminal 
unit? 

Total 
Popu lation 

1 i i 4 

No. of responses 

Average years 
experience 

80 

7.3 

15 

6.5 

25 

7.0 

21 

8.0 

19 

7.5 

Note that the average number of years of experience for 

small jurisdictions is equal to or exceeds that of larger 

jurisdictions. Two factors help to explain this finding. The 

first is that one jurisdiction (Monroe County, Michigan) 

reported that its one career criminal attorney has 35 years of 

prosecutory experience. When Monroe is not included In the 

analysis, the average experience for small jurisdictions drops 

to 6 years.  In addition, smaller district attorneys' offices 

have traditionally seen slower turnover than metropolitan 

prosecutors' offices. Therefore, to the extent that assignment 
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to tha caraar crlalnal unit Is dasirable and goes to sanloc 

Bttornays In the office, it is likely that those senior. 

prosecutors would have considerable prosecutory experience. 

12. Do you have investigators especially assigned to 
the career criminal unit? 

Population 
Total 1 ^ 3 4 

81 

65% 

14 

92% 

25 

7?% 

21 

61% 

21 

42% 

llo. of responses 

Percent yea 

13. If YES: How many investigators are on staff at least half 
time? 

Population 
Total 1 2 3 4 

53 13 18 13 9 

1.7 2.6 1.5 1.6 1.1 

No. of responses 

Average no. 
of investigators   1.7 

One of the perceived strengths of the career criminal 

program is that prosecutors have inuaediate access to 

investigators who can collect additional evidence, interview 

witnesses, and maintain contact with witnesses.  These 

investigators enable prosecutors to develop their cases fully 

and to close any "holes' in the case. Almost all of the 

federally funded programs made provisions in the budget for at 

least one investigator; many of the smaller jurisdictions, 

however, could not afford staff investigators.  Even in many of 

the larger jurisdictions. Investigators were provided for only 
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Total 1 2 4 

81 14 25 21 21 

31 11 12 2 
38 14 13 5 
1 1 0 0 

s 1 0 0 0 
18 8 3 3 

whll* the progcan was federally funded and were the firat itea 

cut when local funding ended. 

14. From what fornec occupatlona did your inveatigators come? 

Population 

No. of responaes 
Former patrol 

officers 
Police detectives 
Private investigators 
Insurance investigators 
Other 

Over 75 percent of career criminal investigators were 

previously employed as police officers or detectives. Moat 

career criminal project directors reported that hiring 

ex-police officers as career criminal investigators helped to 

establish good working relationships with local police 

agencies.  Typically investigators maintained contacts with 

police agencies and were able to act in liaison with those 

agencies to maintain police cooperation and enthusiasm for the 

program. 

15. What other staff work on the career criminal programs? 

Population 

paralegals 

Total 1 2 3 4 

No. 23 15 4 2 2 
NO. clerks 14 S 3 3 3 
NO. secretaries 73 21 25 17 10 
NO. liaison 1 0 1 0 0 
NO. court coordinators 1 1 0 0 0 
NO. other 26 3 14 4 5 
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Almost all of tha car««r ccinlnal programs have a sacratary 

spaeltlcally assignad to tba unit. The larger jurisdictions 

also assign a paralegal to the unit to assist with research and 

case development. Many of the paralegals are responsible foe 

searching criminal history files to determine the existence and 

extent of prior felony arrests and convictions. This type of 

information is used by project directors in case screening by 

the unit. 

16. Are there other special prosecution units in your office? 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

Population 
Total 1 2 3 4 

82 15 25 21 21 

62% 9?» 76% 38% 47% 

17. If yES: Does your office have any of the following 
attorney units? 

Total 
Popu lation 

1 i 3 4 

Arson 21 4 3 
Homicide 16 4 1 
Narcotics 20 4 2 
Organized crime 15 2 2 
Economic crime 30 10 7 4 
Political corruption 8 0 1 
Juvenile 15 3 5 
Diversion 3 0 0 
Fraud 16 2 4 
Rape 12 2 0 
Other 26 13 5 1 

As expected, most of the large (93%) and medium-size (76%) 

jurisdictions have special prosecution units other than a 

career criminal unit. In order of frequency these units are 
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economic crime, arson, and narcotics. The fact that LEAA has 

had demonstration programs that address these areas may explain 

their relative prevalence.  These special areas all require a 

level of expertise that the typical deputy district attorney 

may not be able to obtain on the job. Therefore, these units 

allow deputy district attorneys the opportunity to specialize 

in a particular type of case and to sharpen the skills 

necessary to prosecute these cases. 

It is also notable that for the third and fourth population 

groups, career criminal is the only special unit In 62 and S3 

percent, respectively, of the respondents in those groups. 

This suggests that district attorneys place a high priority on 

the existence of a career criminal unit in their office and are 

willing to depart from normal operating procedures to create 

this special unit. 

le. hte  judges assigned specially to hear career criminal 
cases? 

Popula tlon 
Total 1 2 3 i 
82 

18 

15 

40% 

25 

24% 

21 

10% 

21 

0% 

No. Of responses 

Percent yes 

One of the early and persistent goals of the career 

criminal program has been to expedite case processing. In many 

large jurisdictions this is accomplished by designating certain 

judges to hear career criminal cases exclusively.  In most of 

the medium-size and small lurisdictions, cases are not 

critically backlogged, and the need for special courts does not 

exist. Thus, special courts exist in only 9.5 percent of the 

third population group and not at all in the fourth. 
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Exhibit 2a,  DETAILED SURVEY RESPONSES: 
PROGRA:4 AND OFFICE CHARACTERISTICS 
Group 1, population 1 million or more 
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Exhibit 2b.  DETAILED SURVEY RESPONSES: 
PROGRAM AND OFFICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Group 2, population 500,000 - I  million 
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nontgcnery Co., HD 1978 sn state 
sn local 

«.5 5 

HorfoU Co.. YA 1979 ion state 6 120 / 
mcoob Co.. H! 1977 ion local 10 1 40 

Honroe Co.. MY 1977 ion local s 7 120 / 
Mestchfster Co.. NT 1979 ion local 9 1 100 • 

Smalt Co.. OH 1977 ion local 6 1 64 / 
South Dakota 1975 ion state 2 40 / 
Shelby Co.. TN 1976 7SS sute 

2R local 
7 t 200 / 

ttttr Co.. TX 1977 2n sute 
8n local 

6 1 350 

Salt Lake Co.. IT 197S lOm local 6.5 SO / 
nilMukee Co.. WI 197S ion local 8.5 21$ / 
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Exhibit 2c.  DETAILED SURVEY RESPONSES: 
PROGRAM AND OFFICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Group 3, population 250,000 - 500,000 

OOtSTIOII 

jimsiotmoN 

3. 

Tear 
^rograo 
SUrtad 

4. 

Curront 
Funding 

1. 

Niabcr 
of 

Attor- 
neys 

11. 
Average 
Nirtier 
Years 

Txftri. 
ence 

13. 

NtBber 
of 

investi- 
gators 

21. 

Annual 
Niajber 

of 
Cases 

24. 

Vertical 
•rose- 
cutlon 

Littit Rock Co., W. 197B 11 • 

Frttiw Co., CA 1978 901 stata 
in local 

6 Z 150 / 

Stnu lirttr* Co., CA 1S79 891 SUM 
111 local 

9 40 / 

Like Co.. IL 1978 sot fadtral 
sn stau 

5 

liton Itougc Co., LA 1977 26 1 48 / 
Briitol Co., m 197<l 1001 stata 5 2 115 / 
Inghn Co., K 1977 1001 local 4.5 45 / 
HctnttncH Co., K 1977 100! local 4.5 106 

CBdtn Co., MJ 1979 1001 iKal 8 3 110 / 
Ntrctr Co., KJ 1979 1001 local S 1 41 / 
rttulc Co., NJ 1978 1001 local s.s 3 80 

Albuquorqut Co., Ml 1975 lOR stata 3.25 3.25 2 100 

Onandtgi Co., NY 1978 1001 sute 8.5 1 35 / 
Orange Co., M) 1979 loot stata 5 1 75 *' 
CUft CO.. HV 197S 1001 local 14.5 1 ISO / 
nackltnbw^ Co., NT 1977 1001 state 5 2 150 / 
Davidson Co.,TN 1979 801 federal 

im state 
101 Ixal 

8 1 / 

(noi Co., TH 1979 1001 local 8 1 120 / 
Tra»1s Co.. Tt 1978 1001 local 4 12 .' 
Norfolk, YA 1976 lOO: sute 3.5 10 100 • 

Haakitka Co.. WI 1979 loot iKal 10 25 • 
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Exhibit 2d.  DETAILED SURVEY RESPONSES: 
PROGRAM AND OFFICE CHARACTERISTICS 
Group 4, population 100,000 - 250,000 

oumw 

JURISDICnOi 

J. 

Tear 
Progren 
SUrted 

4. 

Current 
Funding 

Niaber 
of 

Attor- 
ncys 

11. 
Avera9e 
NiBber 
Years 

tipen. 
ence 

U. 

NiBbtr 
of 

Investi- 
gators 

71. 

Annual 
Niaaber 

of 
Cases 

74. 

Vertical 
Prose- 
cution 

Sttnlsitus Co.. CA 1976 1001 sutc 8 1 70 ^ 

Sirtsotl Co., FL 197S 100S local 4 1 1J0 / 

Ut Co.. ID 1?76 loot local 8 1 125 J 

St. Joseph Co.. IN 1980 90t federal 
SS state 
SI local 

2.S 4 120 / 

1980 901 federal 
10S local 

10 1 75 / 

Htck HiHk Co.. lA 1978 100! local 12 to / 

(cnton Co., rr 1978 1001 (titc »0 / 

Ba« Co.. K 1977 1001 state 5 45 •'... 
Berrten Co., K 1977 1001 local 3 98 /^ 
Cilhoun Co., m 1977 1001 local 4 1 90 .• 
Monroe Co.. K 1977 lOO: local 35 35 

S<9<nai< Co., in 1977 1001 local 5.5 200 

St. CUtr Co.. m 1978 1001 local 12 

Steuben Co., Hv 1978 1001 sute 8 20 

Ulster Co.. MT 1978 1001 state 4 65 •' 
Cunberltnd Co.. IT 1978 mot state 4 130 '' 
Meber Co.. IF 1979 1001 local ie 1 24 • ' 

Alexinorli, U 1980 1001 local 2.5 1 110 ' 
Portsnouth, VA 1977 1001 iKal 5 1 150 ,' 

Richnond, VA 1978 501 federal 
501 sute 

6 to •• 

Vlrglnts Beach, VA 1978 1001 federal 6 2 150 •' 
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Fart II 

SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCESS 

The second series of questions was designed to elicit 

information on the types of cases targeted for career criminal 

prosecution, the processes for case selection, the extent of 

piosecutory discretion in selecting cases, and the annual case 

load. General conclusions drawn from these responses Indicate 

that groups 1 and 2 tend to receive more cases than they can 

prosecute and therefore are more selective in their case 

screening.  On the other hand, smaller jurisdictions often do 

not have enough cases to keep the career criminal unit busy. 

In addition, evidence suggests that units funded under the LEAA 

program are more stable and better organized than programs 

funded by state and local sources. 

Between one-half and three-quarters of the responding 

jurisdictions reported that there were cases that belonged in 

the career criminal unit that were handled through normal 

processing procedures.  However, the number of such cases 

averaged less than 10 percent of all cases prosecuted.  The 

problem appears to be most serious in large jurisdictions 

where, again, there are more eligible cases than the unit can 

handle.  It is interesting that the average number of cases 

that do not belong in the CCP unit (question 38) is almost the 

same as the number of cases missed by the unit (question 39). 
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Survey Responses* 

19. What Is the annual case load selected for the career 
criminal program? 

Population 
Total  1 2 3 4 

73  13 23 16 21 

193  306 275 98 95 

No. of responses 

Average case load 

Host career criminal units have adopted selection criteria 

that, if applied exactly, would yield a larger case load than 

is manageable by the unit. Almost all local programs, however, 

exercise prosecutory discretion to identify those cases that do 

not, in their estimation, require special treatment.  For 

example, a 60-year old man arrested for assault in a bar fight 

who happens to have a prior felony conviction from 30 years ago 

would technically qualify under most selection criteria. 

However, career criminal prosecutors argue that that offender 

is not a career criminal and should not be prosecuted as such. 

Thus, most career criminal selection criteria allow the project 

director to eliminate those cases that are not appropriate for 

the program. 

The danger in the exercise of this discretion is that it 

presents at least the appearance of unfairness when some 

eligible offenders are selected for the program but others are 

not. Carried to an extreme, and ignoring the exercise of 

discretion that the courts have authorized the prosecutor, this 

*More than one response for each jurisdiction is sometimes 
possible. 

-33- 



109 

could constitute a violation of equal protection. For example, 

two jurisdictions responding to the survey Indicated that they 

•elected only 6 percent and 10 percent, respectively, of those 

cases eligible for career criminal prosecution. 

Ideally, the selection criteria would be completely 

objective and yield a manageable case load of violent, repeat 

offenders. However, a set of selection criteria that Is 

sufficiently sensitive to differences among offenses and 

offenders and flexible enough to adjust to changing crime 

patterns does not exist. Therefore, prosecutors are 

responsible for developing criteria that are relatively 

objective and then exercising discretion to accept cases that 

•re appropriate for career criminal treatment. 

20. Is this number different from the number eventually 
prosecuted? 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

These results suggest that approximately 63 percent of the 

responding jurisdictions screen out inappropriate cases before 

filing, and an average of 37 percent of the jurisdictions 

accept cases on the information available at screening and 

subsequently reject cases from the unit after filing. These 

cases are then handled under normal case processing procedures. 

-34- 

Population 
Total 1 2    3  4 

77 

37% 

14 

35% 

24   18  21 

41%  44% ??% 

lS-616 0—88 8 
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Ideally, career criminal prosecutors have accurate and 

timely criminal history Information available at the time of 

screening so that repeat offenders can be identified and 

charged as career criminals. However, since FBI rap sheets are 

usually not available until 2-4 weeks after charging, 

prosecutors often must guess whether an offender meets the 

selection criteria. 

21. What is the annual number of cases prosecuted by the career 
criminal program? 

t 

 Population 
Total    1   2   3  ~4~ 

Mo. of responses 76 13 24 18 21 

Average no. of cases 146 268 145 82 88 

Rate of prosecution    82%   87%  54%  93% 93% 

A fairly high percentage of those cases initially accepted 

for career criminal prosecution are actually prosecuted in most 

of the jurisdictions surveyed. With the exception of group 2 

jurisdictions, the average rate of prosecution exceeds 85 

percent.  If two jurisdictions from group 2 are excluded from 

the analysis (Louisville, Kentucky, and Riverside, California) 

the average for group 2 falls in line with that for the other 

jurisdictions, with a 96 percent rate of prosecution. 

The findings suggest that large jurisdictions have a 

greater number of eligible cases than they can actually 

handle. Thus, a portion of those cases involving repeat 

offenders arrested and charged with a violent crime are 

-3S- 



Ill 

rejected foe career criminal prosecution because there are not 

sufficient resources to handle those cases.  For example. 

Operation Hardcore (Los Angeles' gang unit) was originally 

designed to target on murder, aggravated assault, and robbery. 

However, a heavy case load has forced the unit to become almost 

exclusively a gang murder prosecution team. Lesser offenses-- 

albeit serious ones, such as aggravated assault and robbery— 

•c« routinely rejected by the unit due to lack of resources. 

On the other hand, it seems that smaller jurisdictions are 

able to prosecute almost all eligible cases. Thus, if further 

budget cutbacks occur, they are more likely to have an adverse 

impact on larger jurisdictions, which are already straining to 

handle their case loads with existing resources. 

22. Generally, how many days after an arrest are cases selected 
for the career criminal program? 

No^ of responses 

Days from arrest 

Larger jurisdictions identify career criminals nearly three 

times faster than do smaller jurisdictions. The ability to 

make timely case selections is contingent ont 

«   The quality of the arrest reports prepared by the 
arresting officer or detective. Larger jurisdictions 
usually have access to automated criminal history 
information for at least state and local offenses. 
Smaller jurisdictions may have to review case records 
manually or send to a state repository for criminal 
history information, thus delaying case selection. 
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Population 
Total  12   3 4 

82   15  25  21 

5.0   2.1  3.9  7.8 

21 

6.3 
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The availability of carear criminal investigators to 
%rork with police prior to arrest so that complete 
information is available at the time of arrest. 
Larger jurisdictions are more likely to have access to 
investigators, and this may help to explain the speed 
with which these jurisdictions can review arrest 
reports and make their case selections. Smaller 
jurisdictions must often rely on police to do follow-up 
work before case selection can be made.  The ability 
of police to do this work is contingent on their own 
case loads and may result in substantial delays. 

23. At what stage in the processing is this selection made? 
(Use earliest stage at which some selection is made.) 

>nses 

Total 
Populat Ion 

1    2 3 4 

No. of reap< 86   1 5    26 21 24 

Arrest 32 7    7 8 10 

Screening 33 3   14 9 7 

Charging 4 1    1 2 0 

Complaint C 1    2 1 2 

Arraignment 8 3    2 0 3 

Preliminary hearing 3 0    0 1 2 

24. Are all career criminal unit cases prosecuted vertically 
from the selection point forward? 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

Population 
Total 1 2    3   4 

82 

.82% 

15 

80t 

25   21  21 

84%  85% 80% 

One of the primary goals of the original career criminal 

program was to Implement vertical prosecution. In 1975 it was 

the normal practice in most large and medium-size jurisdictions 
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to prosecute €•••• horizontally, l.«., a dlffarent prosecutor 

would handle each stage of the case. LCAA program developers 

sought to impose vertical prosecution whereby a single 

prosecutor would handle a case from filing to disposition and 

would assume responsibility and accountability for that case. 

Although vertical prosecution is more costly than horizontal 

prosecution, the survey results indicate that even after 

federal funding expired most of the large and medium-size 

jurisdictions maintained vertical prosecution. Smaller 

jurisdictions use vertical prosecution about as much as larger 

jurisdictions. However, since many of those jurisdictions 

never adopted horizontal case processing, it is not surprising 

that the practice is also prevalent in smaller jurisdictions. 

25. (For a presentation of components included in each 
jurisdiction's selection criteria, see Exhibit 4, pages 
48-51.) 

26. Do you use a point system to weight criteria? 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

Boston was the first jurisdiction to use a point system to 

evaluate career criminal cases. Their system was subsequently 

adopted by a number of jurisdictions, although it was never an 

L£AA requirement. A number of medium-size and small 
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Population 
Total 1   J   3  4 

B2 

22% 

IS    25   21  21 

20%   4%  42% 23% 
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jurisdictions pactfcularly like the point system because it 

helped them defend themselves against the charge that the 

selection criteria are too subjective.  The point system 

provides an explicit, objective basis for determining whether a 

defendant qualifies. Also, smaller jurisdictions tend to use a 

relatively straightforward point system, whereas larger 

jurisdictions are inclined to use either a more complex system 

or none at all. 

27. As part of the selection criteria for career criminal 
cases, does your office target specific offenses? 

Population 
Total 1 2 3 4 

81 15 24 21 21 

70% 93« 66% 71% 57% 

Mo. of responses 

Percent yes 

Almost all (93%) of the large jurisdictions report that 

they target on specific offenses, while an average of only 64 

percent of the remaining jurisdictions target by type of 

offense.  Larger jurisdictions are more likely to focus on 

certain offenses because they have other special units in their 

office to focus on murder, rape, and sexual assaults (see 

question 17).  Small and medium-size offices are less likely to 

have other specialized units and therefore use their career 

criminal unit as a "major offense bureau." Khen this occurs, 

the career criminal unit handles the major cases in the office 

regardless of the type of offense. 
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28. (For a presentation of responses indicating the types of 
target offenses used by career crininal prosecutors, see 
Exhibit 4, pages 48-51.) 

29. Is there a screening unit within the career crininal 
progran? 

Population 
Total 1 2 3   4 

82 15 25 21  21 

65t 66% 60% 71% 66% 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

Most of the programs that responded to the survey report 

that sooeone in the career criminal unit—usually the program 

director—acraens caaes before they are accepted into the unit. 

In those jurisdictions that do not have a separate career 

criminal screening unit, cases are screened through normal 

channels and then referred to the career criminal unit. 

Screening deputies usually have a copy of the career criminal 

unit's selection criteria so they know which cases to refer. 

Police also usually know the selection criteria and will tell 

screening deputies that they think a particular case qualifies 

for career criminal prosecution. 

30. What is the average number of years of experience for the 
person(s) selecting/screening career criminal cases? 

 Population 
Total  12    3 

Ho. of responses 75    12   24   21    18 

Average years experience   7.3   9.3   7.2   7.1  5.9 
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Conparing thasa raaulta Mith thoaa of quastion 11 (avaraga 

axparianca of caraar crinlnal attornaya) ahows that tha avaraga 

yaara of axparianca for acraaning daputles axceada that of tha 

ragular caraar criminal daputy.  This suggaata that senior 

daputiaa (perhaps the project director) are responsible for 

screening cases.  This contrasts sharply with nany prosecutors' 

offices, where the DOSt junior attorneys are assigned to tha 

screening unit.  The experience of career criainal screening 

deputies deoonstrates the importance placed on this function by 

career criminal project directors. 

31. Does the attorney(s) in charge of salacting/acreening 
career criminal cases have a choice among cases? 

Population 
Total 1 2 3   4 

79 15 24 20  20 

83% 86% 79% 90% 80% 

No. of responses 

Percent yes 

This question provides another measure of the extent of 

discretion over case selection exercised by local career 

criminal programs.  Over 80 percent of those prograaa 

responding to the survey indicated that acraaning daputiea have 

a choice of cases for career criminal prosecution. 

32. Not based solely on written policy criteria, what factors 
do you feel have the largest impact on the screening 
decision?  (On a scale of 1-5, where 1 is a very important 
factor and 5 is a non-important factor, how would you rate 
the following?) 

a. tha type of crime 
b. the degree of harm to the victim 
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c. the probability of the case going to trial 
d. the quality of the evidence (elapsed tioe per case 

froB arrest) 
e. the nature of the victia (age, relationship to 

defendant, previous criainal record) 
f. the case load for the month 
g. defendant's prior record 

Population  
Total 1    2    3   4 

Crlna type 1.6 1.1 1.9 1.9 1.4 

Degree of hare 2.3 1.7 2.6 2.6 2.3 

Probability of trial 3.9 3.S 4.1 3.9 3.7 

Quality of evidence 3.4 2.7 3.2 2.7 3.1 

Relationship 3.1 2.7 3.6 2.9 3.3 

Case load 4.1 3.B 3.8 4.2 4.7 

Prior record 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.1 

There is a reoarkable consistency acong career criminal 

prosecutors regarding the inportanca of these factors in 

screening cases.  Without exception, the prosecutors identified 

prior record (relative rank 1.1) as the single nost important 

factor influencing the screening decision.  The results of the 

question are consistent with those of question 34 below, for 

which respondents reported that criminal history information 

(at least for local offenders) is frequently available. 

It seems clear from these results that career criminal 

prosecutors are most interested In the types of crime committed 

during the instant offense, combined with the number and typ* 

of previous criminal offenses. • 

Career criminal prosecutors are less Interested (in rank 

order) in the degree of harm to the victim, the quality of the 
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evidence, the probability of trial, and caae-load pressure*- 

That the quality of the evidence was rated aa relatively 

unimportant by career criminal prosecutors Is significant 

because critics of the program have often charged that career 

criminal units take only "locked cases."  These responses 

indicate that case-load pressures and strength of the evidence 

are relatively unimportant factors in case selection, although 

large and mediun-sise jurisdictions indicated that case-load 

pressures were slightly more important than did smaller 

jurisdictions. 

33. Do the selection criteria allow for more cases than the 
unit actually is able to prosecute? 

, 
Total 

Population 
1 2 3   4 

Mo. of responses 

Percent yes 

82 

56% 

15 

73% 

25 

56% 

21  21 

57% 4 2% 

Consistent with the results of questions 20, 21, and 31, 

the responses to this question indicate that, particularly in 

large jurisdictions, the selection criteria yield many more 

cases than can actually be prosecuted by the career crininal 

unit.  Thus, prosecutors must often reject cases that qualify 

for the program because they do not have sufficient resources 

to handle the large number of repeat violent offenders in their 

jurisdictions. 
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34< Using the scale I ao about to read to you, please indicate 
for us what infornation is available at the time of career 
criminal case selection: 

almost always or always • 1 
about half the time • 2 
never or rarely       « 3 

Total 
Population 

FBI 2.2 2.5 2.1 2.1 1.9 

State criminal history 1.2 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.1 

Bail 2.0 2.1 2.1 1.8 2.1 

Parole/probation status 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.3 

Other pending cases 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.6 l.S 

Employment 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.9 3.0 

Most respondents reported that state criminal history 

information is almost always available.  However, Information 

regarding out-o£-state offenses, which can be obtained only 

from the FBI, is available less than half of the time.  Since 

career criminals frequently have records in other states, it is 

crucial that that information be available on a more timely 

basis. 
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other information—such as other pending cases, parole sta- 

tus, and bail status—is usually available through local auto- 

mated case tracking systens.  Consequently, jurisdictions  that 

have implemented automated case tracking systems, like San Diego 

and Manhattan, reported that defendant information is almost 

always available, thus aiding the process of case selection. 

35. What additional pieces of information are desirable, but 
not available? (such as local police information) 

The responses to this open-ended question are reflected in 

textual discussions. 

3G. Using the same scale as above, are you able to identify 
chronic juvenile offenders at the time of case selection? 

almost always or always • 1 
about half the time > 2 
never or rarely        " 3 

Population 
Total 1 2 3 4 

81 14 25 21 21 

2.4 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.3 

No. of responses 

Average 

Traditionally, juvenile records have not been available to 

adult system prosecutors.  Although several jurisdictions make 

these records available on an Informal basis, the vast majority 

of those surveyed responded that juvenile records are seldom if 

ever available.  The inability of prosecutors to review 

juvenile records severely hampers their ability to identify 

high-volume offenders early enough in their criminal careers to 
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affect ttwlr bahavior.  Host juriadictlons raport that tha 

avaraga age of thoaa proaecutad as caraar criminals is 27-30 

years.  Research has shown that tha high activity years for 

•ost offenders are about 16-21.  In order to meet the challeng* 

posed by these offenders prosecutors report that they lieed 

ready access to juvenile arreat and disposition reports. 

37. Have selection criteria changed since the program started? 

Population 
Total  1    2   3  T" 

Mo. of responses     79   14    25   20  20 

Percent yes 54%   42%   60%  60% 50% 

Approximately half of all responding jurisdictions report 

that they have changed their selection criteria since program 

implementation.  Under LEAA guidelines, jurisdictions were 

allowed and even encouraged to alter their selection criteria 

in response to changing crime patterns and case loads. 

LEAA-fundad jurisdictions were required only to submit the 

reason for the change and calculate the anticipated effect on 

the program's case load.  Given this fact, it is surprising 

that more jurisdictions did not report changes in their 

selection criteria. 

38. What percentage of cases that are prosecuted under the career 
criminal program do you believe should not be? 
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Population  
Total  1    2    3    g 

No. of responses      36     6    16    1     4 

Percent of cases, 
average B.6t  7.3t  5.2%  6.5^ 15.5% 

nie responses to this question indicate that small juris- 

dictions are Bore than twice as likely than either large or 

mediuD-size jurisdictions to accept cases that are Inappropriate 

for career crioinal prosecution.  Possible explanations for this 

include! 

There are not enough legitimate career criminal cases to 
keep a separate unit busy. Thus, the unit accepts 
marginal cases for career criminal prosecution. 

Group 4 jurisdictions were too small (under 250,000 
population) to have been included in the LEAA 
Discretionary Program.  These jurisdictions were not 
subject to case-load monitoring by the LEAA program 
manager and did not receive technical assistance in the 
development of their selection criteria.  Thus, these 
jurisdictions are less likely to have carefully 
developed selection criteria. 

In response to question 26 we found that smaller 
jurisdictions were more likely to use a point system for 
case selection.  The purpose of a point system is to 
ensure an objective selection process.  Rendering 
prosecutory discretion inappropriate means that more 
cases are more likely to be accepted into the unit. 

39.a.  Are there cases that should be prosecuted by your career 
criminal program that are presently handled through 
normal processing procedures? 

rotal 
Population 

No. of responses    82   15   25   21  21 

Percent yes 65i       73t   64%  67S 57% 

b.  What percentage? 
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  Population  
Total  1  '^    i i T~ 

Mo. of responses    59   14    24   11    10 

Percent of cases, 
average 6-74     11.9%     4.B%     9.4%     8.8t 
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Part III 

IMTERAGENCY COOROIMATIOM 

Questions 40 through 50 focus on interagency coordination, 

particularly the degree of coordination between federal agents 

or U.S. Attorneys and the state attorneys or local career 

criminal unit staff. Generally, the results of the survey show 

less interagency contact for the programs In small juris- 

dictions, an overall low level of cooperation and information 

sharing, and a general lack of follow-through with local 

police. Overall, there are no significant variations in 

results based on population group. 

40. Do investigators or attorneys in your office (not only 
those In the career criminal unit) ever have contact and 
work with federal agents? 

 Population 
Total   12   3    4 

No. of respondents  82   15  25  21  21 

Percent yes 92*  100% 92* 100% 80% 

Although over 90 percent of the 82 respondents indicated 

that they had contact with federal investigative agencies, most 

also immediately qualified their response with 'not very ouch.' 

41. If NO: Hhy not? (Skip to Q:46) 

The responses to this open-ended question are reflected in 

the textual discussions. 
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42. If YES: Plac* a one n«xt to thoaa agenclca Indlcatad. 

a 
Cuatoms 

•otal % 
Population 

2 4 

a. 16 23.8 5 o' 
b. FBI 74 92.5 13 22 21 18 

e. DEA 56 70 11 16 16 13 

d. ATF 58 . 72.5 13 18 14 13 

e. Postal Inspaction 40 50 12 8 12 8 

f. IRS 27 33,7 8 6 

g. Other, specify 22 27.5 7 5 3 

The FBI (92.5%), ATF (72.5%), and DEA (70%) ace the 

agencies with which the CCP units have the most frequent 

contact. The ATF agents were often cited for their 

cooperatlveness. In contrast, the FBI agents were most often 

cited as 'coming in and getting the information they need,* and 

the relationship was characterized as 'a one-way street.' The 

'other' agency most frequently mentioned was Immigration and 

Naturalization.  Several survey respondents expressed the 

desire to get more information and cooperation from the IRS. 

43. Is this contact direct or by referral through a local 
enforcement agency? 

Population 
Total % 1 i r 4 

a. direct 44 61 7 14 12 11 

b. referral 6 8 0 1 2 3 

c. both 23 31. 9 6 7 6 4 
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Over 60-percent of the respondents who had contact wltb 

federal agents characterized the contact as direct.  Less than 

10 percent of the respondents replied that contacts were 

primarily referrals. 

44. Nho do the federal agents most often contact in the office? 

Population 
Total  1    t   3  4 

No. of responses 72 14 21 19 18 

Anyone 53 10 20 12 11 

Career criminal unit 7 3 2 2 

Other 12 1 1 5 5 

The survey results show that when federal agents do contact 

state and local prosecutors they tend to talk to anyone in the 

office and their pattern of contact shows less than 10 percent 

awareness of the career criminal unit. Other units in state 

and local prosecutors' offices, such as narcotics or organised 

crime units, are slightly more likely (16%) to have contact 

with federal agents than the career criminal unit.  Interaction 

between federal and local prosecutors appears to occur on an ad 

hoc basis and also appears more dependent on personal 

association and friendship than on organizational imperative. 

This finding has been reinforced by interviews with federal 

Investigative and prosecutory agencies (forthcoming project 

report).  Federal investigators and prosecutors report that 

they know that a career criminal unit exists in their 
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jucisdiction but have little knowledge of Its function or how 

it operates. 

45. Bow often does any member of the District Attorney's office 
have contact with a federal investigative agency? 

, 
Total 

Popu lation 
1 2 3   4 

No. of responses 67 13 17 20  17 

Dally 5 2 1 0   2 

Weekly 18 3 6 6   3 

Monthly 26 2 8 9   7 

Occasionally 18 6 2 5   5 

Probably the most revealing question, question 4S gives us 

an estimate of the frequency of contact. Only 7 percent of the 

local prosecutors' offices that do Interact with federal agents 

do so dally. Two-thirds of the local prosecutors' offices 

replied that the rate of contact was monthly or even less 

frequently. This tends to support the cosnnent that the federal 

and local system operate largely in different worlds.  This 

finding Is consistent with other results of the survey showing 

a mutual unawareness and lack of coordination. 

46.a. Do you use any information/reports of the federal 
investigative agencies? 

b. If YES: 

Frequently? 

Written reports? 

•56- 



Populat ion 
Total 1 2 3 

! 80 13 25 21 21 

63 13 19 17 14 

30 5 8 10 

56 12 16 AL. 13 

132 

No. of yes responses 80 

Use info/reports 

Frequently 

Hcltten reports 

This question revealed that almost 80 percent of all 

prosecutors' offices do use FBI rap sheets, federal parole and 

probation reports, and other investigative reports. However, 

when asked if they use this information frequently, 63 percent 

replied that they seldom used these reports.  Often prosecutors 

mentioned the delay in getting reports and the necessity for 

sending letters.  Occasionally, prosecutors mentioned the 

denial of requests for information. 

47. Has the career criminal program issued any guidelines to or 
conducted any training or briefings for the local police? 

Total 
Popu lation 

1 2 3   4 

No. of responses 80 13 25 21   21 

yes 63 10 20 16   17 

Mo 17 3 5 5   4 

In response to this question, most prosecutors stated that 

much more was done when the program was first implemented. 

Almost all prosecutors indicated that the program has the 

support and cooperation of the local police.  It is surprising 
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that 21 percent of the pcograms do not have, nor ever have had, 

this level of contact with their local law enforcement agencies. 

48. Have these been primarily briefings, guidelines, neetings, 
or some other means? 

Total 
Popu lation 

1 2 3   4 

No. of responses 63 10 21 15  17 

Briefings 40 4 12 12  12 

Guidelines 33 5 10 7  11 

Meetings 39 9 9 10  11 

Other 20 0 7 7   6 

Of the career criminal programs that have worked formally 

with the local police, briefings and meetings were used in two- 

thirds of the programs as the primary method of contact. 

Written guidelines were issued in just over half of these 

programs. 

Some programs produce wallet-size cards with the CCP 

selection criteria printed on them.  Arresting officers are 

encouraged to call CCP prosecutors when a repeat offender is 

arrested for a target offense. Jurisdictions that have 

encouraged a close working relationship with police agencies 

have reported that police are enthusiastic about the program 

and go out of their way to collect all available evidence and 

interview all witnesses. This extra involvement helps 

prosecutors to build better cases and secure convictions. 
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49. Do you have a system of ccoss-deputizatlon of prosecutors 
with the federal system? 

Population 
Total 1 i 3 4 

No. of responses 78 15 2S 21 17 

Yes 7 1 3 2 1 

No 71 14 22 19 16 

The seven cities that indicated they have a system of 

cross-deputization are Riverside, San Diego, and Orange County 

(Santa Ana), Calif.; Norfolk, Va.; Evansville, Ind.; New Baven, 

Conn.; and Rochester, N.Y.  In Norfolk, the Commonwealth 

Attorney is trying to get the career criminal police detective 

deputized as a U.S. Marshal. 

50. Has this improved coordination between federal and 
non-federal investigators and attorneys? 

Of the seven programs that do have a system, five (in San 

Diego, Santa Ana, New Haven, Norfolk, and Rochester) were very 

enthusiastic about cross-deputization as a means of improving 

coordination of prosecution of career criminals.  Each 

mentioned the sharing of information, and working cooperatively 

toward a common goal, and each program believed that this 

system worked well and was a beneficial experiment. 

The Riverside District Attorney's Office has not yet 

utilized the cross-deputization system.  The Evansville, Ind., 

program staff gave the only negative response to this question; 

their experiences have varied, depending on the case 
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oc defendant and the Assistant U.S. Attorney Involved, but on 

balance, there has not been sufficient use of the cross- 

deputlzation in Evansville. 
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Part IV.  IMPACT AND ATTITUDES 

Questions 51 through 54 were designed to assess 

prosecutors' attitudes toward and evaluation of their own 

program/ examine whether they understood and focused on the 

program's purpose, and highlight program problems.  Finally, 

question 55 seeks to determine local attitudes on the 

possibility of a federal career criminal program. 

51. Do you believe that the program has: 

a. improved conviction rates 
b. Improved Incarceration rates 
c. Increased attorney time per case 
d. decreased case processing time 

(elapsed time per case from arrest 
to disposition) 

e. allowed more efficient allocation of 
resources 

Population  
Total  %    1   2   3~~ 

No. of responses 81 100 14 25 21 21 

Conviction 72 B8.9 11 23 19 19 

Incarceration 74 91.4 13 25 19 17 

Attorney time 72 88.9 12 24 18 18 

Case time 56 69.1 9 18 15 14 

Resources 70 86.4 12 24 17 17 

More than 86 percent of those surveyed believed the program has 

improved conviction rates (88.9%), improved Incarceration rates 

(91.41), and resulted in more efficient allocation of resources 

(86.4%) . 
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In order to accomplish the goals of increased certainty of 

conviction and Increased time served for serious repeat 

offenders, 88.9 percent of the respondents answered that more 

attorney tine was spent on these cases.  Case processing time 

also decreased for career criminal cases in 69 percent of the 

responding jurisdictions. Court rules and backlogs, case 

complexity, and the likelihood of trial were often cited as 

reasons why career criminal case processing time had not 

decreased In the other 31 percent of the reponding programs. 

52. Since the inception of the program, do you believe the 
purpose of the program has changed? 

No. of responses 

Yes 

Only 29 percent of the respondents believed the program's 

purpose had been modified since program initiation.  The 

changes often were in terms of targeting different offenses, 

narrowing the number of offenses, and using discretion in 

applying the selection criteria. Usually this was the' result 

of a change of program director or district attorney or the 

lifting of LEAA-imposed requirements. 

In some offices, institution of the program had the effect 

of changing the entire office to vertical prosecution with the 

result of closer case management, better case preparation, and 

increased witness contact. Since the most severe criminals 
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Total  % 1 2 3 4 

78   100 

23    29 

15 
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wee* being incarcerated, in time some programs were also able 

to increase their target offenses.  Many programs that have 

changed have become less formalized, dropping vertical 

prosecution or adding more discretion to the selection 

process.  Programs that have had funding problems, however, 

have changed by becoming more restrictive and increasing the 

selection criteria to identify only the most serious threats to 

the community. 

53. What do you believe is the focus of your career criminal 
program? 

a. specifiv; local crime problems 
b. serious repeat offenders 
c. identification of potential 

career offenders 

Population 
Total % 2 3 4 

No. of responses 80 100 14 25 20 21 

Local crime 24 30 7 6 7 

Repeat offender 80 100 14 25 20 21 

Identify potential 15 18.8 4 3 2 

All of the respondents identified the focus of the program 

as the serious repeat offender.  For those respondents who 

identified additional program goals, 30 percent said the 

program focus was also specific local crime problems, and 19 

percent replied that a focus of the program was to identify the 

potential recidivist. 
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54. Would you indicate what ace the most severe problems facing 
the career criminal program in your office (interagency 
cooperation; support staff; funding; case assignment)? 

The three major problems facing the state and local 

programs have involved the courts, corrections agencies, and 

funding.  Court administration and sentencing were frequently 

mentioned because their effect on the prosecutor is immediate 

and pronounced.  Lenient and discretionary sentencing or 

failure to exercise sentencing options tended to discourage 

prosecutors and were cited as contributing to staff turnover. 

Failure to expedite disposition or grant special handling also 

were mentioned. 

Even the most widely acclaimed career criminal programs 

admitted to problems with corrections agencies.  In certain 

jurisdictions, the programs are sending more criminals to 

prison for longer terms, filling prisons at a faster rate than 

anticipated; in jurisdictions with severe prison crowding, 

parole officials are releasing career criminals, who are 

quickly being sentenced again as career criminals.  If career 

criminal programs are to reach their maximum effectiveness, 

greater cooperation between prosecutors and correctional 

officials needs to occur.  Local prosecutors observed that 

correctional officials should treat offenders according to the 

seriousness of their offense and criminal record rather than 

their institutional behavior. 

Several pcosecutocs stated that the car-eer criminal funding 

changes have been a problem. Convincing local government 

officials of program valu* and the vacuum created by the end of 
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federal funding typify major funding concerns. Funding 

uncertainty reportedly has also affected morale. 

Police cooperation in identifying career criminals was the 

next most frequently cited problem.  Police failure to screen 

cases adequately or provide rap sheets are the primary aspects 

of this problem area. ; 

Other problems mentioned related to management: 

insufficient staff, the sporadic nature of the case load, and 

coordination of work with the rest of the office. Another 

aspect of this problem is that career criminal cases involve 

the most serious crime and each case must receive Individual 

and careful attention. Nork-load pressures in high-volume 

career criminal units make it difficult for the trial attorney 

to remain mindful of the significance of all cases.  In offices 

where there are several special prosecution units in addition 

to the career criminal unit, a serious morale problem can exist 

for attorneys not assigned to any special prosecution unit.  In 

contrast, in offices where career criminal programs were the 

only special prosecution unit, preserving its unique Identity 

over time became a problem. 

55. And finally, do you believe that it would be beneficial to 
have a federal career criminal program in your federal 
district court? 

Population 

No. of responses 

Yes 

Total  % 1 2 3 4 

76   100% 15 23 18 20 

56  73.7% 12 17 11? 11 
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This question, perhaps the most important of all, yielded 

some interesting insights and prompted some strong responses. 

In immediate response to the question, nearly 75 percent o£ the 

respondents indicated that they thought that some Kind of 

federal effort would be beneficial to deal with cases involving 

repeat offenders. When given an opportunity to expand on their 

response, particularly in the in-person interviews, most 

respondents indicated that they had serious reservations 

regarding the viability of a federal career criminal program. 

Many thought that a federal program would be redundant of local 

programs.  Respondents indicated that although they had 

reservations about a federal career criminal program, it was 

better than none.  Local prosecutors noted that U.S. Attorneys 

handled fewer and fewer cases each year while local case loads 

continued to increase.  Respondents suggested that federal 

assistance ought to take the form of continual financial 

assistance to local career criminal programs and increased 

access to, and availability of, FBI rap sheets. 

The following is a list of the perceived benefits and 

liabilities of a federal career criminal program. 

The ability of a federal career criminal program to 
use federal investigative resources was cited as a 
great asset in targeting crime and prosecuting 
successfully. 

.   Several prosecutors mentioned that the existing 
program has high public visibility, understanding, and 
support on the local level that should be transferable 
to a national program. 

.   The existing program has been successful, especially 
in terms of Increased conviction and incarceration 
rates.  Since the program has proven effective on the 
local level, it has an increased likelihood of being 
successful on the federal level. 
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Even If a federal program did not help state and local 
prosecutors, many prosecutors stated that a career 
criminal program is definitely the method for dealing 
with the repeat offender and is essential in helping 
new attorneys to avoid problems and attend to crucial 
matters during prosecution of repeat offenders. They 
believe a federal program would improve federal case 
processing and follow-through. 

A federal program should be easy to implement because 
U.S. Attorneys' Offices already have task forces and 
practice vertical prosecution. 

There is a need to coordinate state/local prosecution 
with federal prosecution based on maximum impact on 
career criminals; a federal program would meet this 
need. 

Certain offenders need focused prosecutive attention. 
It is good case management to establish case 
priorities, as the career criminal program on the 
state and local level has demonstrated. 

The federal government has resources to get criminal 
records across state lines and to deal more 
effectively with interstate problems, such as illegal 
and criminal aliens, interstate auto part fencing, 
interstate gangs, organized crime, and professional 
burglars. 

Potential Problems and Liabilities 

Identifying federal career criminals. 

Federal criminal code and the Department of Justice 
define what crimes U.S. Attorneys will prosecute. 

These may have to be changed to permit greater USAO 
involvement on the local level. 

The program also has to include stricter federal 
parole and sentencing for career criminals or there 
will not be sufficient incentive for the U.S. 
Attorneys. The U.S. Parole Commission ought to be 
involved.  In essence, the whole system must be 
coordinated. 

This question also produced some negative assessments. 

U.S. Attorneys' Offices are and should remain 
flexible; a separate unit is not necessary. 
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The U.S. Attorney's Office is already exclusive. 
Creating a. federal career criminal program will only 
make it more elite. 

Many prosecutors argued that the local programs still 
need federal assistance and funding to combat violent, 
repeat offenders and street crime.  Most street crime 
is really not within the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
Attorney's Office. 

The U.S. Attorney's Office has already specialized in 
or is focusing on certain crimes and has dropped 
crimes they formerly prosecuted.  Having thus defined 
their mission, institution of a federal career 
criminal program would be both redundant, since the 
local progreuns and prosecutors have filled the vacuum, 
and also require a shift in policy. 
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CONCLUSION 

Host local prosecutors believe that the federal government 

should assume a more active role in assisting local and state 

law enforcement agencies to identify and prosecute career 

criminal offenders.  However, in light of the limited federal 

jurisdiction for crimes that are typically considered to be 

local career criminal offenses (robbery, burglary, rape, and 

aggravated assault), career criminal prosecutors appear less 

than fully convinced that a federal career criminal program 

would be an appropriate allocation of federal resources. 

Responses ranged from outright hostility ("the Department is 

trying to come in and take credit for a program that we worked 

hard to develop") to strong endorsement ("we desperately need 

federal assistance to fight our narcotic and gang problems"). 

To the extent that a federal career criminal program focused on 

non-violent offenses (check cases and fraud), local prosecutors 

thought the program unnecessary.  Local prosecutors did not 

indicate an awareness that most federal offenders have criminal 

records at the local level, often for violent offenses.  Almost 

all local prosecutors were concerned that there was not enough 

of a case load to warrant a special federal program. 

Prosecutors in small and medium-size jurisdictions, 

however, were generally supportive of the concept of a federal 

career criminal program. Although their response was not 

enthusiastic, they thought that even if the program did not 

assist local prosecution it probably would not hinder it either. 
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On th« other hand, prosecutors in large cities were 

unanimous in their belief that the federal government should 

continue to provide funding to local career criminal units 

rather than use such funds to create their own program. They 

expressed concern that a federal program would be redundant of 

current efforts and would reduce rather than increase local and 

federal coordination and cooperation. Observing that they 

already had established programs of proven success, prosecutors 

in Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia, Detroit, Mew Orleans, 

Chicago, and San Diego argued that it would be less expensive 

for the Department to provide assistance to their programs than 

to design and implement a program of questionable utility. 

One area of agreement among prosecutors in small, 

medium-size, and large jurisdictions was that federal agencies 

(O.S. Attorneys, FBI, DBA, IRS, and Customs) should work more 

closely with local police and prosecutors to identify and 

prosecute narcotics traffickers. Almost every jurisdiction 

recounted parallel federal and local narcotics investigations 

being jeopardized by the lack of information sharing and 

coordination between federal and local agencies. Observing 

that juvenile and adult gangs are responsible for substantial 

drug trafficking, local prosecutors in major cities called for 

federal programs such as Operation Hardcore in Los Angeles. 

The survey results and prosecutor interviews suggest that 

the two levels of prosecution—federal and local—operate in 

different worlds and have few incentives to coordinate their 

activities. The prosecutors we contacted feared that a federal 

career criminal program developed independently of local and 
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state prosecutors would reinforce the status quo rather than 

Increase coordination.  Noting that criminal elements are 

frequently more organized than law enforcement agencies, and 

that federal investigators often take more Information than 

they glvsi local prosecutors expressed a keen Interest In 

working with federal agencies to develop innovative programs to 

combat the increasingly sophisticated violent offender. 
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Appendixes 

SITE VISIT REPORTS 

In order to obtain more detailed information 
regarding local prosecutors' attitudes 
toward and involvement with federal 
investigative agencies and prosecutors, 
project staff visited prosecutors' offices 
in Chicago, San Diego, Los Angeles, 
Detroit, The Bronx, and Manhattan.  This 
section of the report contains summaries of 
the discussions held during those visits. 
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COOK COUNTY (CHICAGO) 

'' The'Cook County-Chicago career criminal program was 

implemented in 1977 as the Repeat Offender Team (ROT) In the 

Sjtate's Attorney's Office. , Concurrent with the program's 

implementation,' judges were assigned especially to hear thes'e 

career criminal cases in three Repeat Offender Courts (ROC). 

Currently, the program is more popularly known as the "Rock" 

program. The program was originally federally funded, but is 

now entirely funded by Cook County. - 

Those interviewed thought that the State's Attorney's 

Office has a good relationship with the U.S. Attorney's Office 

in Chicago, but a poor relationship with the federal 

investigative agencies.  Currently, six former state's 

attorneys are serving as AUSAs and one former state's attorney 

and former AUSA is again a state's attorney.  Personal contacts 

with the U.S. Attorney's Office and personnel interchanges are 

the basis for the coordination between the two offices.  The 

State's Attorney and the U.S. Attorney, or their first 

assistants, meet frequently.  The two offices have little 

contact about individual cases, however.       .• . .. • 

..•,;••;.-..v-lilbst...ofsthosf^in.teryiewed saw lit,tle,.idirejCt' n*?d pt•tpla':-;.-/'-." 

for a federal career criminal program.  The primary benefit of 

a federal initiative in this area was perceived to be increased 

communication between the State's Attorney and the U..S. 
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Attorney to develop strategies foe handling classes of 

offenses, e.g., bank robbery, weapons offenses, and auto 

theft.  However, concern was expressed that a full-scale 

federal program would not have sufficient business to justify 

its existence. 

One official, on the other hand, thought that the 

implementation of a federal career criminal program would 

provide additional opportunities to better address the gang 

problem in the Chicago area. Observing that there are more 

than 10,000 gang members in Chicago, this person estimated that 

15-20 percent of the gang members were involved in large-scale 

interstate drug and weapons trafficking. He noted that local 

police resources are not sufficient to control gang activity. 

Even though the Chicago Police Department has a special gang 

squad, the police are unable to match gang mobility as they 

move between the four states surrounding Illinois.  Federal 

investigative and prosecutory assistance was viewed as a 

necessity for controlling this type of criminal activity. 
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Appendix B 

NAYNE COUNTY (DETROIT) 

The Wayne County-Detroit Career Criminal Program began in 

August 1975 with a two-year, 90 percent federal funding grant. 

The PROS unit (Prosecutor's Repeat Offender Bureau) is now 100 

percent locally supported. Despite its contribution to 

reducing violent crime in Detroit by 39 percent since its 

inception, the unit is faced with the prospect of being 

radically changed because of the Wayne County and State of 

Michigan financial crisis and the County Commissioner's lack o£ 

fiscal support for the District Attorney's Office. 

Attorneys and investigators in the Wayne County District 

Attorney's Office most often directly contact FBI and Federal 

Parole Board agents.  Some contact with Cuatoma. DEA, ATF, 

Postal Inspection, and the Immigration and Naturalization 

Service also occurs. Contact is relatively infrequent, usually 

involving less than 25 percent of the cases and probably only 

one contact monthly.  In comparison, there is daily contact 

with and significantly more cooperation from state agencies. 

Those interviewed characterized their relationship with 

the U.S. Attorney's Office as cordial but not close. They 

reported that meetings between the two offices occur on an ad 

hoc basis or whenever dictated by a special case. 

One area that was cited as requiring greater coordination 

between local and federal prosecutors was theft and shipment of 
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automobile parts. These thefts are usually committed by 

'rings' that obtain parts from warehouses and shipping 

facilities and then transport them all over the country. 

Respondents thought a much greater federal involvement In the 

Investigation and prosecution of these rings was needed. 

The Kayne County District Attorney's Office Increasingly 

turns weapons cases over to the U.S. Attorney for prosecution, 

since federal weapons-related sentences are more severe than 

state sentences. When the feasibility of a federal career 

criminal program was discussed, the need was expressed for 

federal targeting of fencing, tax fraud, and narcotics crimes 

and tor resuming the federal role In bank robbery prosecution. 

Local prosecutors believed that there would be no problem In 

working out procedural and operational aspects of the program 

with the local USAO. They also thought that a federal program 

would provide a structured means for local prosecutors who do 

not have personal contacts with the U.S. Attorney to contact 

and utilize federal resources. 
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Appendix C 

LOS ANGELES 

The Los Angeles County District Attorney operates two 

distinct career criminal programs.  The first is a countywide 

program that is managed from the downtown Central Operations 

building; CCF attorneys are stationed in each of the eight 

branch offices.  The second. Operation Hardcore, located in 

Central Operations, focuses on violent, ongoing gang activity. 

Both of the programs were originally funded through the LEAA 

Discretionary Fund Program and are now funded with state and 

local resources. 

One interviewee suggested that rather than developing a 

large federal program to deal with a decidedly limited problem 

(repeat, violent federal offenders), the Department of Justice 

should designate 'zones of conflict" and allocate resources to 

address specific problems.  For example, he cited Miami as an 

area where local law enforcement agencies, prosecutors, and 

courts are burdened by federal government policies, or the lack 

thereof (e.g., regarding Cuban refugees and drug smuggling). 

The problem of illegal aliens in San Diego and Los Angeles was 

also cited.  A "zone of conflict" program would identify 

specific problems and create federal/local task forces to deal 

with those problems.  He thought that a federal career criminal 

program would be too bureaucratic and not responsive enough to 

either short-term or persistent crime problems. 
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Another Interviewee suggested a local/£edecal prosecution 

unit consisting of deputy district attorneys and assistant U.S. 

attorneys who would work together on a designated case load of 

narcotics, weapons, conspiracies, street gang offenses, and 

prison gang offenses.  He noted that nany of the street gangs 

operate parallel gangs while in prison.  Gang members regularly 

rotate from the street to prison and can maintain or advance 

their position in the gang hierarchy while in prison,  in 

addition, he observed, many of these gangs operate across state 

lines and that traditional law enforcement and prosecution 

methods are not sufficient to deal with them. 

Those interviewed thought that a federal career criminal 

program that mirrored local programs would be ineffectual, 

underutilized, and unnecessary. 
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Appendix D 

NEW YORK 

Project staff Interviewed career criminal staff in the 

Bronx and Manhattan. The Bronx program was the first career 

program in the country and served as a model for the 

development of the LEAA program. The Manhattan program was 

implementea in 1975 with LEAA funds. Both programs are now 

partially funded through the New York State Career Criminal 

Program and local sources. 

MANHATTAN 

The Manhattan career criminal unit operates with a 

complement of 10 attorneys.  The unit has established a close 

working relationship with the New york City Police Department. 

A special squad of police officers is assigned to identify 

repeat offenders who are arrested.  The police then check the 

defendant's record against the selection criteria of the career 

criminal unit.  If the defendant qualifies, the case is 

referred to the career criminal unit for prosecution.  One 

interviewee reported that the career criminal unit rarely 

declines to accept cases referred by the police.  Almost 70 

percent of all cases handled by the CCP are direct referrals 

from the police department.  The creation of this special squad 

of police officers has effectively transferred the exercise of 

case selection discretion from the prosecutor to the police. 

Respondents expressed little knowledge of what federal 

prosecutors do or how their office is structured.  The 
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Implamcntatlon of a federal program waa viewed as meaninglesa 

unless federal prosecutors have the 'revolving door* problem 

and lack resources to deal with the problem. 

THE BRONX 

One interviewee reported that the career criminal unit had 

little contact with federal Investigators oc prosecutors with 

the exception of routine, case-related contacts with the FBI or 

on. Three areas In which federal assistance could be valuable 

were noted: 

Weapons cases - tracking stolen weapons Is difficult 
at the local level because It frequently Involves 
several jurisdictions with varying policies and 
procedures. Greater federal Involvement in weapons 
tracking and investigating violations would help to 
cut through many of the jurisdlctional problems. 

Refugee immigration - federal policies have resulted 
in a substantial influx of Cuban refugees Into New 
York and other areas.  Although these refugees have 
not caused a dramatic increase in crime, they have 
added to already heavy case loads in the Bronx.  The 
Department of Justice should provide extra resources 
to local prosecutors to handle these cases. 

Auto theft - the theft and Interstate transportation 
of stolen automobiles is a persistent problem in urban 
areas such as New York. Tracking stolen autos and 
breaking theft rings that operate across state lines 
is almost impossible for local police and 
prosecutors.  The federal government should coordinate 
the investigation and prosecution of these rings, 
which often do millions of dollars' worth of crime 
every year. 

In summary, this interviewee sees a role for the federal 

government In law enforcement that Is not currently being 

filled.  Federal assistance, however, should complement and not 

supplant local efforts. 
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Nhile in New York, the project sta££ also interviewed a 

member of the Narcotics Task Force.  This special unit of 42 

attorneys is a cooperative venture encompassing the five 

boroughs of New York.  Attorneys from each of the boroughs are 

detailed to work on the task force.  The interviewee observed 

that federal and local cooperation and coordination are 

essential, particularly in the area of narcotics enforcement. 

He noted, however, that the DEA and local police are frequently 

at odds over tactics and priorities.  Further, DEA usually 

gets involved with a case only if the U.S. Attorney is involved. 

The interviewee also observed that drug trafficking is 

becoming increasingly violent and contract murders are common 

occurrences.  Given that drugs are by nature more than a local 

problem, he was enthusiastic about the prospect of enhanced 

federal activity in this area.  He believes that a joint task 

force of federal and local prosecutors is necessary to obtain 

the day-to-day coordination and maintenance of secrecy that is 

essential in narcotics prosecution. 
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Appendix B 

SAN OIEGO 

The San Diego Major Violator Unit (MVO) was created in 1975 

in the District Attorney's Office to identify and prosecute 

those offenders who 'commit robberies regularly and 

habitually."  The MVU was among the first programs funded with 

LEAA Discretionary funds and was the only original program to 

focus on just one offense—robbery.  In 1979 LEAA designated 

San Diego's MVO an Exemplary Project and encouraged other 

jurisdictions to use the project design as a model for career 

criminal programs. 

The MVO currently consists of six attorneys and a data 

analyst.  The attorneys are all experienced prosecutors who 

have worked in all phases of felony prosecution. The data 

analyst is responsible for collecting, compiling, and analyzing 

case processing statistics for the program director, the 

District Attorney, and the California Career Criminal program. 

Those interviewed thought that there was some merit to the 

concept of a federal career criminal program if the program was 

narrowly focused on one or two offenses.  For example, one 

official reported that the strength of the MVU was that it 

focused on one offense (robbery) and did a good job of 

identifying and prosecuting repeat offenders committing 

robberies.  Several interviewees feared that the federal 

program would be designed as a "shot-gun" approach and would 

try to do too much and do "nothing very well." They 

E-1 

1S-«16 0—83- 



recoaaended that tb* pro^raa focus on large-scale narcotics, 

illegal aliens, and youth gangs.  Noting that aany illegal 

aliens are foraing youth gangs (ages 14-28) to coaait violent 

offenses and distribute drugs, respondents suggested that this 

problaa is serious enough to warrant federal intervention. 

San Diego's District Attorney and the O.S. Attorney have 

developed a systea of cross-deputization that reputedly works 

very well.  Although the flexibility exists for prosecutors to 

use either local or federal courts, the option is seldoa used. 

Nitb the possible exception of cases that involve an insanity 

defense, the federal prosecutors normally do not use local 

courts.  Two interviewees reported that relations between the 

District Attorney and U.S. Attorney were currently cordial and 

mutually supportive.  They thought that a program such as the 

federal career criminal program might be a good idea, if only 

because it would create more communication between the two 

offices of prosecution. 
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Appendix F 

SEATTUE 

Th« Kin9 County District Attorney iBpleaiented a career 

crinlnal unit in 1978 to Identify and prosecute repeat violent 

offenders. The unit operated for approximately a year and was 

then disbanded as a formal unit.  In Its stead the District 

Attorney implemented vertical prosecution throughout the office 

and arranged for cases involving repeat offenders to be given 

the special attention they required by regular felony trial 

attorneys.  In this manner, the concept of career criminal 

prosecution was expanded to Include the entire office. 

One official reported that relations between the District 

Attorney's Office and the U.S. Attorney's Office have 

traditionally been positive. Noting that the incumbent and 

designated U.S. Attorneys were both local prosecutors prior to 

becoming U.S. Attorney, he thought this created an appreciation 

tot the need for cooperation between the two offices. 

The respondent also thought that there was little need for 

a federal career criminal program In Seattle. The only 

persistent problem that the local prosecutors would like to see 

the O.S. Attorney became more active in is the investigation 

and prosecution of drug smuggling. Being a port city, Seattle 

is a relatively large drug center for that region of the 

country. Local prosecutors fear that unless drug activity is 

dealt with harshly, Seattle will become, in the not too distant 

future, a major drug center.  However, aside from narcotics. 

King County prosecutors saw no need for a federal investment In 

a federal career criminal program. 



ICD 

REPORT OF THE SURVEY 
OF U.S. ATTORNEYS 

AND 
FEDERAL INVESTIGATIVE AGENTS 

Arthur M. Gelman 

Support for this project was provided by the Federal Justice 
Research Program under contract No. JYFRP-81-C-0126.  Points of 
view or opinions expressed in this document are those of the 
author and do not necessarily represent the official position 
of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

INSLAW, Inc. 

Prepared: 
October, 1981 



161 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

One of the primary objectives of the Federal Career 

Criminal Program (FCCP) research project is to obtain 

information from practitioners who would implement or be 

affected by the establishment of a career criminal program a°t 

the federal level.  In order to achieve that objective, INSLAK 

Eurveyeo United States Attorneys. Assistant United States 

Attorneys, and feaeral investigative personnel in 2S of the 

largest federal judicial districts.  This report documents 

those surveys and findings.  It has been divided into four 

sections: (1) a description of. the U.S. Attorney Office survey, 

(2) a oescription of the federal investigative agency survey, 

(3) a discussion of similarities and differences in the 

responses ot the two groups, and (4) a discussion of the 

implications of the survey findings. 
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II.  SbRVEY CF U.S. ATTORNEYS 

A.  THE OL'ESXIONNAIRE 

The first step in the survey of the United States 

Attorneys' Offices was the design and pilot testing of an 

interview questionnaire.  We decided to rely primarily on 

open-ended questions for two reasons:  first, we wanted to 

•naxinize the breadth of information obtained; and second, since 

we were soliciting thoughts and ideas about a new prograrri, we 

dio not want to inhibit responses with a strictly formatted set 

of questions that might omit important considerations or 

reflect unintenoed biases. 

The use of open-ended questions did present several 

problems during both the interview and analysis phases.  First, 

by their very nature, opcn-enced questions encouraged responses 

detailing practical experiences or 'war stories." Although 

these discussions helped to establish rapport and produced some 

valuable insights, they had a tendency to lengthen the 

interview.  Second, despite the use of probes ty the 

interviewer, interviewees sometimes failed to address the 

question asked.  Third, the analysis could not be laid out in 

as 'neat" ano 'clean' a fashion as is possible with multiple- 

choice or objective-question formats.  Despite these 

limitations, we remain convinced of the value of open-ended 

questioning and, upon completing the interviews and the 

analysis, believe that richer, m.ore meaningful information was 

obtained as a result. 
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A copy of the questionnaire used to interview the U.S. 

Attorneys is included as Appendix A.  It comprises five primary 

areas of questioning and a sixth section for general 

conclusions. -, 

The five major sections are: 

Knowledge ot Local Career Criminal Programs 

.  Information Availability 

.  Suggested Ingredients of a Career Criminal Program at 
the Federal Level 

Selection Criteria for a Career Criminal Program 

Coordination with Local Prosecutors. 

Two questions were asked in our concluding section:  (1) How 

can the Department of Justice effectively support a Federal 

Career Criminal Program? (2) Do you have any other comments you 

would like to make concerning a Federal Career Criminal 

Program? This latter question was designed specifically to 

provide an opportunity for the respondents to express an 

opinion about the concept of a career criminal program. 

A draft of the interview questionnaire was pretested in the 

United States Attorneys' Offices in Washington, D.C., and the 

Southern District of California (San Diego).  Several revisions 

to the instrument were made on the basis of those pilot tests.* 

Initially we bad planned to use the identical instrument 

for the second half of the survey-a telephone interview of 

•Revisions included the renumbering and rewording of 
questions that either were not in an order conducive to a 
logical thought-and-response pattern or were unclear. 
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attorneys in Biedium-size U.S. Attorneys' Offices.  However, 

completion of that questionnaire required more time than was 

considered reasonable for each phone conversation (30 minutes); 

hence we decided to delete several questions.  The telephone 

survey was begun after most of the interviews had been 

completed; as a result, we were able to delete approximately 

eight questions that a preliminary analysis indicated were not 

critical to the substance of the interview.  The revised 

instrument was pilot tested on the Chief of the Criminal 

Division for the U.S. Attorney's Office in Maryland 

(Baltimore).  The telephone interview went smoothly and was 

conpletea within the time allotted. 

B.  THE INTERVIEWS 

In-person interviews were conducted in U.S. Attorneys' 

Offices in nine of the larger federal districts: K. Kashington 

(Seattle) , E. Michigan (Detroit), N. Illinois (Chicago), E. New 

York (BrooKlyn) , S. New York (Manhattan), S. Texas (Houston), 

S. Florida (Miami), C. California (Los Angeles) , K. California 

(San Francisco).  These districts were selected on the basis of 

their size, the types of cases handled (in terms of offense and 

offender characteristics), and their geographic location.  Ihe 

principal person interviewed in each of the offices was the 

head of the criminal division or the supervising attorney for 

criminal cases.  In addition, we sought to interview the heads 

of any priority prosecution programs in each office or, as 

appropriate, other senior personnel.  Twenty six interviews 

were completed, roughly three in each jurisdiction. 
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Tine and cost constraints limited the in-person inquiries 

to the jurisdictions noted above.  However, we were able to 

identity an additional 22 jurisdictions for which we hoped to 

complete telephone interviews. As was the strategy with the 

•itcs tor the in-person interviews, the jurisdictions for 

telephone interviews were selected on the basis of their size, 

case load, and geographic location.  lelephone interviews were 

completed in 16 jurisdictions, over 80 percent of the sample. 

Ihe individual interviewed was the chief of the criminal 

division or the person having supervisory responsibility for 

the handling of criminal cases. 

C.  THE RESULTS 

The results will be described in a format that parallels 

the six sections of the instrument outlined above.  Significant 

oifterences between geographic areas (East v. Hest) and between 

interview types (telephone v. in-person) will be noted; 

otherwise the data will be presented in aggregate fashion 

across all 3urisdictions. 

1.  Knowledge of Local Career Criminal Programs 

Only one-third of the Onited States Attorneys interviewed 

bad had any involvement with local career criminal programs, 

though, a higher percentage of attorneys in the smaller 

(telephone survey) jurisdictions had previous involvement with 

such a program.  The attorneys held a range of opinions about 

the effectiveness of the programs in controlling crime, as is 

reflected in Table 1. 
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lABLE 1.  EIFECIIVENESS OF LOCAL CAREER CEIKINAL PROGRAMS 
IN CONTROLLING CRIME 

. (n«24) 

Extremely effective 2 

Cuite effective 7 

Moderately effective 5 

Marginally effective 3 

Not effective at all 2 

Don't know ' 5 

Assessments of weaknesses in local programs were few and 
« 

can be grouped into two broad categories.  First, there was the 

suggestion that resources were limiteo for both attorneys and 

investigators.  A second, frequently cited weakness concerned a 

perception that career criminal programs too frequently focused 

on the less serious though repeat offender, 

2.  Information Availability and Current Priority t-rosecutioo 
Programs, 

hhen asked what types of information concerning an 

offender's prior criminal activity currently were made 

available to the office, the U.S. Attorneys were virtually 

unanimous in identifying three major categories--FBI crisiinal 

histories, local (state, county, or city) information, and what 

they classified as intelligence information, that is reports 

from investigative agencies that a defendant or suspect was a 

'known" criminal or was involved in activity of a sort that 

entailed sophisticated and often long-term illegal activity. 

In responding to questions concerning when the information 

about prior criminal activity was made available to their 
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offices, a large majority inoicated that they had the 

information when they were asked to make the initial charging 

decision.  However, nine interviewees (20 percent of the 

sample) replied that at the time of screening they possessed 

the information in a maximum of 70 percent of their cases.  Two 

of those jurisdictions reported that prior criminal history 

activity information was available to them at screening in only 

10 to 20 percent of the cases. 

Although prior record was not mentioned as a factor in 

selecting cases for any special prosecution units now operating 

within an office, over 90 percent of the interviewees cited it 

as a factor in selecting cases that were prosecuted through 

stanoard channels.  Table 2 reveals, however, that indication 

of repeat criminal activity on the part of the offender was 

zankeo slightly below strength of the evidence and seriousness 

of the offense when the attorneys were asked to weigh the 

importance of all three factors in the charging decision.  On a 

scale troBi 1 to 10--1 indicating the least important and 10 the 

most important--seriousness of the offense and strength of the 

evidence were given virtually identical weights at B.42 and 

S.41, respectively, while criminal activity was placed at 

7.34. Several attorneys did indicate, though, that in cases in 

which the crime was not viewed as especially serious, the    '' 

offender's criminal history might be a decisive and propelling 

factor in determining whether the case would be accepted for 

prosecution. 

-7- 



168 

TABLE 2.  WEIGHTING OF FACIORS IN SCREENING DECISION 
(n - 37) 

10-Polnt Scale 

Seriousness of Offense 8.42 

Strength ot Evidence 8.41 

Indication of Repeat 
Criminal Activities 7.34 

3.  Ingredients of a Federal Career Criminal Program 

Nhen asked ohat the basic objectives of a federal career 

criminal program should be, the prosecutors responded with an 

asEortnient of objectives.  As expected, the most frequent 

answer (by nearly one-half of the interviewees) concerned 

increasing the number of successful prosecutions and 

incarcerations of repeat offenders.  Other responses included 

an increase in general deterrence, more effective coordination 

with local prosecutors, a focus on certain crimes or criminals 

(e.g., organized crime or bank robberies), an overall reduction 

in crime, and the increased use of specialized statutes (e.g., 

the dangerous special offender statute 18 U.S.C. 3575). 

The two desirable outcomes most frequently cited by the 

U.S. Attorneys as possibly resulting from a career criminal 

program were the successful prosecution of criminally active 

offenders and the imposition of more severe sentences.  The 

attorneys also thought that creation of the program might lead 

to more effective coordination with local criminal justice 

agencies and personnel.  Not surprisingly, they also hoped that 

more resources might be made available, both for their office 

and for the Investigative agencies. 
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In suggesting the basic features of a federal career 

crininal progran., once again, approximately half of the 

attorneys favored an emphasis on post-conviction procedures in 

order to obtain longer sentences.  Procedures they suggested 

might achieve that goal included the use of sentencing 

memorandums, more mandatory minimum sentencing statutes, more 

statutes calling for enhanced penalties for repeat offenders, 

and an increase in statutory maximum sentences. 

Many adoitional features were cited by individual 

attorneys.  These included increasing efforts to detain people 

while awaiting trial and sentencing, closer monitoring of 

screening procedures, and more effective cooperation with local 

investigators and prosecutors.  An interesting suggestion put 

forth by one ot the attorneys focused on the collateral 

consequences of the offender's punishment.  He recommended that 

the Bureau of Prisons and the United States Parole Commission 

take special steps to ensure the appropriate handling of career 

criminals, such as confinement at high security institutions 

where individual movement is restricted and use of prior record 

as an important factor in the parole decision. 

Two of the most frequently cited proposals for structuring 

a career criminal program within an office were the "flagging' 

of cases involving repeat offenders and the assignment of cases 

either to more experienced attorneys in an office or to certain 

individuals specifically designated to handle career criminal 

cases.  As to the latter method, it should be pointed out that 

except for four interviewees, we found no support among the 

attorneys foe a career criminal program that would result in 
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the establishment of a separate unit within the office.  In 

addition, most interviewees did not believe that attorneys 

handling career criminal cases should be given any special or 

additional resources to work with or that career criminal cases 

would require more time than non-career criminal cases. 

Virtually all of the attorneys were opposed to any program that, 

would disrupt their current office structure or that would 

cause attorneys to change from the 'crime' specialization 

currently found in most offices to a "criminal' 

specialization.  In other words, the attorneys were against any 

system that would lead to the creation of a new unit in the 

office or that would assign cases based on the criminal history 

of the offender rather than on the nature of the illegal act. 

Approximately two-thirds of the attorneys did not believe 

that federal investigators should be used differently on career 

criminal program cases.  (However, when asked whether federal 

investigators should use career criminal program targeting 

criteria to select cases for investigation, nearly 90 percent 

of the attorneys answered in the affirmative.)  The one-third 

that thought that investigator usage should be different 

suggested a variety of procedures. These included joint task 

forces between federal agencies and between federal agencies 

and local investigators, specialization and reduced case load 

tor investigators handling career criminal cases, more frequent 

and earlier interaction between investigators and Assistant 

U.S. Attorneys, and more time devoted to researching 

information that could be used during the sentencing stage. 
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Despite optinisn that a career criminal program might lead 

to more successful prosecution and more severe sentences, the 

attorneys did not favor the use of stanoardized, objective 

neasures to evaluate the program.  One concern raised was that 

too much emphasis might be placed on 'hard" statistics, thus 

attorneys might be reluctant to take difficult cases and, 

instead, would focus on "easy" cases so that the performance 

statistics would look good.  A number of the attorneys thought 

that a more meaningful assessment would result from interviews 

seeking subjective impressions of those involved in or affected 

by the program. 

4.  Selection Criteria 

Vinen asked t>hat mechanism should be used to Identify cases 

for special career criminal processing, the attorneys generally 

supported an approach that would leave the decision to the 

discretion of the individual Assistant U.S. Attorney, perhaps 

after a request frooi a federal investigative agent.  Six of the 

attorneys thought that the mechanism might involve a joint 

decision between the U.S. Attorney and the investigative 

agency.  About half of the interviewees thought that some 

guidelines would be useful to assist attorneys in making the 

decision.  However, the attorneys thought that any guidelines 

should be broaoly defined and not be in "scoresheet" format. 

Only one attorney favored wt)at he called a 'point system.* 

Another attorney suggested a 'check-list' approach. 

In applying the case selection criteria, the attorneys were 

opposed to any program that required that all cases meeting the 
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criteria be accepted. Moreover, attorneys In the larger 

jurisdictions (primarily in-person interviews) , perhaps 

believing a significant percentage of their case load night be 

eligible for career criminal treatment, thought that only some 

of the cases meeting the criteria should be accepted (see Table 

3). Attorneys in the smaller jurisdictions (primarily 

telephone interviews) also wanted to maintain some discretion 

in deciding which cases to accept in the program, although they 

thought that most, as opposed to some, cases that qualify 

should be selected for the program. 

TABLE 3.  ACCEPTING CASES MEETING THE SELECTION 
CRITERIA FCR A FEDERAL CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM 

In-Person Interviews Telephone Interviews 
n-22 n^n 

All      9t 18% 
Most     32% 73% 
Some     59% 9% 

The specific items viewed by the attorneys as important in 

the selection criteria of a prospective career criminal program 

included "seriousness of the offense' as the most critical. As 

Table 4 Indicates, seriousness of the offense was given a high 

score weight of 4.37 on a five-point scale (five being most 

Important). Other highly ranked factors included prior federal 

felony convictions, indication of high volume of criminal 

activity, prior nonfederal felony convictions, and recency of 

prior record (within past 5 years). Of interest, there was a 

noticeable separation between the top five Items and those 

remaining. 
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TABLE 4.  CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM SELECTION CRITERIA 
n>41 

5-Polnt Scale 

Seriousness of the current offense 4.37 

Prior federal felony convictions 4.24 

Indication of high volune of criminal activity        4.15 

Prior nonfeoeral felony convictions 4.04 

Recency of prior record (within past 5 years) 3,90 

Prior felony arrests 2.80 

Age of the offender 2.76 

Inoication of drug use by the offender 2.73 

Prior federal misdemeanor convictions 2.SO 

Juvenile record for an offender under 2S years of age  2.46 

Prior nonfederal misdemeanor convictions 2.12 

Employment status of the offender 1.98 

Prior misdemeanor arrests 1.49 

As Table S(A) indicates, there was overwhelming support for 

including items in the career criminal program case selection 

criteria that are statistically related to the likelihood that 

the offender will commit a future crime.  However, as Table 

5(B) and S(C) reveal, that support could be classified as 

'•oft.* The attorneys were divided as to whether the 

statistical factors should be weighted more heavily than items 

that are not statistically related to recidivism potential and 

were somewhat opposed to including cases in the program simply 

on the basis of statistical •vldence. 
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TABLE 5.  ROLE OF STATISTICS IN SELECTION CRITERIA FOR 
A FEDERAL CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM 

A. Should the case selection criteria for a Federal Career 
Criminal Program include items that are statistically 
related to the likelihood of recidivism (n"31)7^ 

yes 90% 
No 10»' 

B. Shoulc those items be weighted more heavily than items that 
are not statistically related to recidivism (n'16)7 

Yes 58% 
"o 42% 

C. Shoulo a Federal Career Criminal Program include cases that 
might not have been included except for the fact that the 
offender has been statistically identified as being likely 
to recidivate (n'16)7 

yes 31% 
No 59% 

5.  Coordination with Local Prosecutors 

Generally, the U.S. Attorneys Indicated that they had good 

relations with local prosecutors and that they would have 

little trouble in working out an agreeable set of case 

screening ana referral procedures.  The attorneys felt that 

their offices were in fairly frequent communication with the 

local prosecutors at least on an individual case-by-case 

basis.  Communications between the offices as to overall case 

selection policy, however, were usually nuch more limited, 

although practices did vary between jurisdictions.  Some U.S. 

Attorneys Offices never communicated with local prosecutors 

about policy, while others communicated weekly, monthly, 

quarterly, or semiannually. 
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6.  Conclusion 

Final conunents from the attorneys were quite varied and 

will be discussed in more detail in sections III and IV of this 

report, hhen specifically asked for their opinion as to what 

the Department of Justice could do to support a federal career 

criminal program, most attorneys expressed the need for 

additional resources. Among other ideas that were cited by 

more than one attorney were the following: evaluation and 

training (of attorneys, judges, and parole board members), more 

effective coordination with local prosecutors and investigative 

agencies, expedited processing within the Department of Justice 

for requests relating to a career criminal case, and the 

designation of one liaison in the Department of Justice who 

would be the contact person for the District offices. Other 

noteworthy suggestions put forth by individual attorneys 

include providing the U.S. Attorney's Offices with more control 

over investigative agencies, new legislation designed to make 

the prosecution of habitual and dangerous offenders less 

cumbersome than under existing statutes, cross-deputization of 

federal and local prosecutors, a change in Department 

priorities to reduce the current emphasis on the more 

sophisticated white collar criminal, and providing more 

complete criminal history information to the offices in time 

for the bail hearing. 
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III.  SURVEY OF FEDERAL INVESIIGATIVE AGENCIES 

A.  TUL QUESTlONNAIRE 

the desicin and pilot testing of the questionnaire for 

federal investigators closely paralleled the process followed 

for the U.S. Attorneys.  Again it was clear that an open-ended 

question format would provide the richest source of 

information.  A copy of the questionnaire is found in Appendix 

B. 

the  questionnaire contained four major sections and a fifth 

section for general conclusions.  The primary sections include: 

. Current investigative practices and policies 

Interactions with the U.S. Attorney 

Interactions with Lccal Prosecutors 

Establishing a Federal Career Criminal Program 

The general questioning in the conclusion focused on two main 

issues:  (1) Row can the Department of Justice effectively 

support a federal career criminal program? (2) Do you have any 

other comments you would like to make concerning a Federal 

Career Criminal Program? 

A first draft of the instrument was completed and pretested 

in the Washington, D.C., offices of the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 

Firearms.  On the basis of the pilot test, a number of minor 

•ooifications were made on the questionnaire.  Several 

questions were added as a result of the pilot test, and the 

informal time limit for each interview was set at 45 minutes. 
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B. THE INTERVIEMS 

Noiking with the Office of Legal Policy, INSLAH was able to 

obtain the cooperation of four f«deial investigative agencies. 

The agencies interviewed--the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

the Secret Service, Ibe Postal Inspection Service, and the 

Bureau ot Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearns—account for the 

overwhelming najorlty of cases prosecuted in the federal 

system.  Vire were unable to arrange interviews with a fifth 

agency, the Drug Enforcement Administration. 

Cost constraints limited the on-site investigative agency 

surveys to interviews in the seven cities in which in-person 

interviews also were scheduled with federal prosecutors: 

Detroit, Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco, 

Houston, and Miami.  The person Interviewed in each office was 

typically the special- agent-in-charge or the assistant 

speclal-agent-in-charge. 

'Xwenty-six interviews were completed.  Representatives of 

all four agencies were interviewed in each location, except in 

Miamj. anc Houston (the Postal Inspection Service does not 

maintain offices in either of those cities). 

C. THE RESULTS 

Interview results will be described in a format that 

parallels the five sections of the interview instrument 

outlined above.  Significant differences between geographic 

areas or between investigative agencies will be noted. 

Otherwise, the oats will be presented In aggregate fashion 

across all agencies. 
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1.  Current InveBtigatlve Practices and PoIicteB 

Perhaps the most striking feature of the responses elicited 

fion the questions asked in section 1 was the diversity of 

answers.  lor example, when asked to what degree the decision 

by an agency to Initiate an investigation is influenced by the 

prosecution policies of the  U.S. Attorney> answers ranged from 

considerable to little or no influence (see Table 6)« 

lable 6.  INFLUENCE OF U.S. ATTCRNEY POLICIES 
ON AGENCY DECISION TO INITIATE AN INVESTIGATION 

FBI      Secret Service PINS     BATF 
n»7 n"6 n"5      n"7 

Considerable        3 ' 3 •  '       2  .     2 
Some 3 2 2        4 
Little/none 1 1 11 

Nhen asked whether the prior criminal activity of an 

alleged offender played an influential role in deciding whether 

to initiate an investigation, responses were again varied, both 

between and within agencies.  As indicated in Table 7, BATF 

personnel responded unanimously that prior record was a 

significant consideration.  On the other hand, different 

offices of the FBI and the Secret Service were divided in their 

assessment of the value of this information.  Less than SO 

percent of the agents Interviewed took the position that the 

information significantly influenced the decision to begin an 

investigation. > 
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Table 7.  DOES OFFENDER'S HISTORY OF PRIOR 
CRIMINAL ACTIVIIY INFLUENCE AN AGENCY'S DECISION 

TO INITIATE AN INVESTIGATION? 

FBI     Secret Service   PINS     BATF 
n"7 n«7        n"5     n"7 

Yes 3 2 4       7 
No 3 4 0       0 
Depenas 2 1 10 

Nhen asked about the effects of prosecution policies and 

the prior criminal history of the offender on investigative 

decisions whether or not to pursue a case, the results were 

quite EiKilar both between and within agencies. As indicated 

in Tables 8(A) ana 6(b), both factors played an important part 

in the aecision process. 

Table B.  PURSUING ONGOING INVESTIGAIIONS 

A. Is an investigative agency decision to pursue an ongoing 
investigation influenced by the prosecution policies of the 
U.S. Attorney?  (n»i6) 

Yes 14 
No 4 
Depends  6 

B. Is an investigative agency decision to pursue an ongoing 
investigation influenced by the alleged offenders' history 
of prior criminal activity?  (n*25) 

Yes 14 
No      4 
Depends  7 

Investigative agencies generally gather the criminal 

history information on potential offenders as soon as an 

investigation has identified specific suspects.  The agents of 

all four agencies obtained that information from the FBI, state 

'19- 
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anc local criminal history inforiiation systems, and an 

individual agency's own intelligence system (which often 

includes voluminous information from informants and other 

agents). 

2.  Interactions with the U.S. Attorney's Office 

MethoQS by which individual investigative agencies interact 

with a U.S. Attorney's Office concerning a specific 

investigation varieo widelywithin agencies.  Some times an 

agency would not contact the U.S. Attorney's Office until the 

investigation was virtually completed; on other occasions, the 

office was notified as soon as a suspect was identified.  Early 

contacts frequently were the result of the investigative 

agency's need for assistance in the conduct of the 

investigation, e.g., to convene a grand jury or to request that 

the court issue a search warrant or authorize use of an 

electronic surveillance device.  Several respondents cited type 

or seriousness of the offense as a factor in determining when 

tney would contact the U.S. Attorney.  For example, 

counterfeiting and government corruption cases were two 

o'ffenses many agents believed warranted early referral to a 

federal prosecutor. 

The interactions among investigators and Assistant U.S. 

Attorneys were direct--the agent who investigates the case 

often personally presents the facts and evidence to the 

attorney.  It is interesting that when asked what type of 

information was discussed during a first meeting on a case, 

most of the agents interviewed did not nention making any 

explicit reference to prior criminal history of the offender. 
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All agents readily agreed that prior record was discussed when 

the question was posed specifically. But it is not clear from 

our interviews as to whether the follow-up question produced an 

accurate presentation of the substance of those early 

interactions. 

^he agents, though, generally believed that information on 

the prior criminal activity of a suspect influenced a U.S. 

Attorney in deciding whether to accept a case for prosecution. 

As Table 9 indicates, 22 of 26 investigative agents believed 

that at least in some cases, the information did have an 

effect. We found in our discussions with the agent that this 

is especially true if a prior record indicated previous 

involvement in crimes of a similar nature to the present 

otrense. 

lable 9.  DOES PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION 
INFLUENCE THE LIKELIHOOD OF THE U.S. ATTORNEY'S 

ACCEPTING A CASE FOR PROSECUTION 
(n«26) 

Yes    13 
No      4 
Depends  9 

However, the investigators did not think that criminal 

history information influenced the seriousness of the charges 

eventually filed by the U.S. Attorney (see Table 10). Most 

investigative agents thought that the facts of most cases were 

fairly straightforward and left little doubt as to charge(s) in 

the case. 
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table 10.  DOES CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION 
INFLUENCE THE SERIOUSNESS OF CHARGES 

FILED FOR CASES ACCEPTED 
(n-25) 

Xes 7 
No 15 
Depends 3 

3.  Interactions with Local Prosecutors and Investigators 

Mith the exception of the FBI, all of the agencies that 

participated in the interviews clearly acknowledged the 

practice of referring some cases to local prosecutors. Only 

three of the seven FBI officials interviewed stated that their 

of rices referred cases to local prosecutors (see Table 11). 

Table 11.  DOES INVESTIGATIVE AGENCY 
REFEK CASES TO LOCAL PROSECUTORS 

Secret Service 
BAIF 
PINS FBI 
(n-10) (n«7) 

Yea 1 3 
No 4 
Depends 0 

One reason for the difference in referral policies might be 

traced to the referral procedures. As Table 12 indicates, 

referrals to-local prosecutors from the Secret Service, the 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, and the Postal 

Inspection Services were generally made at the initiative of 

the investigative agency.  In contrast, referrals from the FBI 

appear to be either a joint decision between the FBI and the 

Office of the U.S. Attorney or made at the initiative of a U.S. 

Attorney only. 
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lable 12. NBO INITIATES REFERRAL OF CASES 
TO LOCAL PROSECDTCRS 

(n-27) 

Secret Service 
BATF 
PINS fBI 

Investigative Agency it 
U.S. Attorney's Ottice 2                                               3 
Joint (Agency and 

U.S. Attorney) 7                     4 

Other factors explored in the survey did not produce any clues 

BE to why cases were or were not referred to local prosecutors, 

except to rule out the impact of a local career criminal 

program or of an offender's criminal history. 

4.  Ingredients of a Career Criminal Program at the Federal 
Level 

When asked what they thought the basic objectives of a 

federal career criminal program should be, the Investigative 

ac,entE gave answers that were quite similar to those given by 

the U.S. Attorneys.  Most of the investigative agents cited at 

least one ot two basic objectives—the apprehension and 

successful prosecution of career criminals or the imposition of 

•ore severe sentences.  Several agents thought the focus should 

be on violent crime; one agent favored a focus on bail 

decisions as a means to detain repeat offenders.  Thus, it is 

not surprising tnat numerous agents felt desirable outcomes of 

a career criminal program would include an Increase in th* 

number of career offenders incarcerated, a lengthening of 

sentences, and a crime deterrent effect. 
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The Investigative agents offered a wide range of 

suggestions when asked to describe the basic features of a 

career criminal program.  Frequently cited responses included 

'flagging* the case, assignment of cases to experienced or 

specially selected attorneysi use of a strike force, more 

interagency cooperation, and the institution of special 

screening and review procedures.  Two investigators favored the 

creation of a special prosecutive unit to handle career 

criminal cases. 

Agents were divioed as to what, if any, effect a career 

criminal program might have on their office policies and 

practices.  A majority of Secret Service interviewees thought 

that there would be some impact, perhaps in terms of their 

devoting additional time to career criminal cases.  Other 

agency interviewees believed it would have little effect, 

though they speculated that a small shift in investigative 

priorities might result. 

5.  Conclusion 

Similar to the Assistant U.S. Attorneys interviewed, 

investigative agents believed the Department of Justice could 

etiectively support a federal career criminal program by 

providing additional resources, both to the U.S. Attorney and 

to the investigative agencies.  The investigators suggested 

that other support mechanisms might include staff training, the 

development of prosecution guidelines, decentralized control, 

ana procedures to minimize paperwork. 
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One difference between the Assistant U.S. Attorneys and the 

investigators emerged.  Implicit in the conments of aost 

agents—explicit in the connents of a few—was the need for the 

Department of Justice to show its commitment to any program 

that it might enact.  Although it was not made clear how the 

Department of Justice could display such a commitment, the 

unoerlying need for the commitment was viewed as essential if 

the program was to be successful. 
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IV.  DISCUSSION 

1-be U.S. Attorneys Interviewed for the survey expressed 

their agreement with the general concept that prosecutors at 

the federal> state, and local levels/ought to be concerned that 

oftenders who coinir.it repeated criminal acts are effectively 

prosecuteo.  Indeed, most attorneys thought their offices 

already were pursuing policies geared to repeat offenders. 

Although those policies did not include providing the attorneys 

handling career criminal cases with additional resources 

(either directly or indirectly) or affording special treatment 

in career criminal cases, the attorneys indicated that the 

crisiinal background of the offender was an important concern 

when making prosecutive decisions about individual cases. 

Ot ma^or concern to most attorneys was not the effective 

prosecution of repeat offenders but an inability to get more 

severe sentences once such offenders are convicted.  Numerous 

attorneys voiced frustration at the sentences imposed and 

expressed a hope and optimism that creation of a special 

program might help to obtain longer sentences.  However, 

despite their agreement with the overall concept, there was 

little enthusiasm on the part of the attorneys for any program 

that might alter their present office structure significantly 

or force them to accept cases viewed as not meriting prose- 

cution (after a review that included an assessment of the prior 

record of the offender) . 

Ihe attorneys seemed especially concerned about the latter 

issue as evidenced by their resistance to any case selection 
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BechanlBD that night limit their discretion,  they believe that 

the offender's prior record already plays an important part in 

the prosecution decision-making process and that any special 

program designed to focus further attention on the offender's 

prior record would be duplicative of their current efforts and 

therefore unnecessary.  None of the attorneys interviewed was 

especially receptive to the prospect that a statistically 

derived scoring system could be used to improve their ability 

to ioentify the most crime-prone offenders. 

Although strongly supportive of both the concept and the 

local programs, the attorneys had serious doubts about the 

benefits that could be realized from implementation of a 

federal program.  Moreover, many of the attorneys were strong- 

supporters of current policies that focused on crimes (albeit 

generally nonviolent crimes) rather than on criminals and were 

opposea to a shift away from what are now well-established 

goals. 

Similarly, while the federal investigative agents 

interviewed were supportive of the concept of a career criminal 

program, they saw the program as one that, for the most part, 

Moula not significantly alter their current investigative 

practices and policies given the reactive nature of most 

investigations,  kith the possible exception of counterfeiting 

cases investigated by the Secret Service, most agents either 

stated or impliea that the majority of their investigations 

were reactive in nature, as a result of a complaint by a victim 

or a report from intelligence sources.  Thus, the prior 

criminal history activity of the (perhaps unknown) offender was 
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not a ma3oi concern.  Yet, the agents recognized that even in a 

reactive situation discretion can still be exercised.  The 

agents interviewed indicated that prosecutory guidelines 

established by most U.S. Attorneys' Offices did not play a 

significant part in their discretion as to whether investi- 

gators would pursue a case. 

It was also clear fron both sets of interviews that, in 

most Qistricts, U.S. Attorney guidelines implicitly included 

exceptions to the crime-oriented focus of cases accepted for 

prosecution.  If a repeat offender is caught in what otherwise 

night not have been a crime warranting federal prosecution, the 

case is likely to be accepted tor prosecution by the U.S. 

Attorney.  Ihe exercise of that discretion, though, is entirely 

within the prerogative of the U.S. Attorney.  Consequently, 

many investigative agents believe that the policy could be made 

at least somewhat more objective and explicitly delineated by 

the li.S. Attorney.  Not only would such an expression of policy 

minimize the amount of tine spent on cases for which federal 

prosecution is not likely, but it would also serve to lessen 

agent frustration resulting from completed investigations that 

do not result in prosecution because some unspecified and 

undefined standard was not set. 
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V.  CONCLUSION 

Ihe  United States Attorneys and federal investigative 

agents were supportive of the goals of a federal career 

criKiinal program, but were generally skeptical about the 

practical inplications of implementing such a program.  Perhaps 

the most important finding that can be drawn from the 

interviews was the general sense of all interviewed that any 

such program would best be geared not to their offices but to a 

category ot practitioners at least one step later in the 

criminal justice process.  In other words, the U.S. Attorneys 

thought that the objective ot the concept could be best 

achieved by having the judges impose longer sentences on repeat 

offenders.  Ihe federal investigative agencies also stressed 

the need tor more severe sentences but, in addition, saw more 

effective prosecution of the cases involving chronic offenders 

as a way of achieving program objectives.  Neither side saw the 

potential program as something that could easily result in, or 

that shoulo manoate, fundamental change in the workings of 

their offices. 

Thus, it became quite clear to interviewers that if a 

program were to be enacted that would affect the structure of 

U.S. Attorneys' Offices or federal investigative agencies, or 

change day-to-day procedures, the Department of Justice should ' 

be preparea to encounter resistance.  This would seem to be 

especially true if the Department attempts to define the 

program narrowly. Most of the resistance could be accounted 

for by two issues:  (1) perceived interference from Washington, 

lS-616 O—n 18 
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D.C., with field otfice responsibility (including increased 

paperwork) ana (2) satisfaction with existing policies and 

procedures, including the belief that those policies are 

etfective in aealing with the repeat offender. 

Consequently, several potential pitfalls need to be 

aacressed by the DepartiTient of Justice, either before, during, 

or after the implementation of a priority prosecution prograir. 

that focuses on the repeat offender. 

Any program will have systemwide ramifications, and as 
many of those ramifications as possible must be 
anticipated and addressed.  Specifically, a program that 
encompasses the investigative, adjudicatory, 
dispositional, and correctional stages of the criminal 
justice process would appear to have the greatest chance 
ot success.  Not only would such a program help insure 
the effective handling of career criminal offenders from 
start to finish, but it would also give agencies 
p£.rticipating in the program a sense of being part of a 
team and not being singled out for special treatment. 

A careful and detailed calculation of what adjustments 
would have to be made in current case loads (or 'prison 
cells") in order to accommodate extra resources or 
having to spend extra time on career criminal cases. 

The structuring, but not elimination, of discretion in 
the field as to which offender would qualify as a career 
criminal.  Concise guidelines would be needed from the 
Department of Justice to permit local jurisdictional 
variation depending upon district or region crime 
problems. 

Minimize the amount of additional paperwork that would 
be required. Although the need for evaluating the 
program was clearly recognized, a highly visible 
emphasis on an empirical evaluation could lead to 
selective prosecution of just those cases that would 
automatically cause an evaluation to reflect a 
successful program. 

Regardless of their views about a career criminal program, 

many persons interviewed expressed strong support for educating 

attorneys, judges, ana investigative agents on current statutes 

available for the prosecution and enhancement of penalties for 

repeat offenders. A review of existing statutes and the 

enactment of new ones to facilitate the prosecution of career 

criminals, along with the Department of Justice policy 

guioelines for the hanoling of these offenses, might complement 

or even replace the need for a specialized program. 
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TMtGBTXNG FEDBHAL RESOURCES OH RECIDIVISTS 

1. Introduction 

The concept of reserving prison and jail space for those 

offenders who, if released to society, would likely inflict the 

greatest harm has emerged as a dominant principle of criminal 

case selection, processing, and sentencing. While deterrence 

and rehabilitation have considerable theoretical appeal, they 

have not received systematic empirical support as effective 

principles for selecting criminal sanctions.  The 

effectiveness of a strategy of selective incapacitation, on the 

oth^r hand, has both theoretical appeal and empirical 

validation.  The proliferation of 'career criminal* programs 

in local jurisdictions throughout the country reflects the 

broad appeal of this concept. 

The career criminal concept is equally appealing at the 

federal level. Recognizing this, the Office of Legal Policy of 

the Department of Justice contracted with IHSLAW, Inc., in the 

summer of 1981, to examine the feasibility of instituting a 

career criminal-type program at the federal level. Motivated 

largely by previous findings that some classes of federal 

offenders commit many more serious crimes than others,  the 

project was designed to examine the extent to which patterns of 

recidivism among federal offenders are predictable, to assess 

the attitudes of key criminal justice agents regarding the 

creation of a federal program that would target on cases 

involving serious repeat offenders, and to develop a prototype 
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•yatem Cor Identifying the nost crlna-prone offenders prior to 

their subsequent criminal acts. This report presents and 

discusses the major results of that project.  The next section 

reviews highlights of previous research on selective 

incapacitation that have relevance to the federal justice 

system. We then discuss findings from surveys of agents of 

local career criminal programs, United States Attorney Offices, 

and federal Investigative agencies.  Next, we present 

highlights of an analysis of the predictability of recidivism 

among federal offenders and describe a tool designed to aid the 

federal government in prospectlvely Identifying the most 

crime-prone offenders. We conclude with a set of 

recommendations for the federal criminal justice system. 

2. Previous Research Related to Selective Incapacitation 

Common knowledge among police and prosecutors that a small 

group of offenders account for a disproportionate number of 

crimes has received substantial empirical validation within the 

past ten years.  In 1972, Marvin Wolfgang and his associates 

reported that 18 percent of a group of juvenile delinquents in 

Philadelphia accounted for 52 percent of all the offenses 
A 

committed by the group.  Tnen in 1976 Kristen Williams, 

analyzing PROHIS data from Washington, D.C., for 1971-75, found 

that 7 percent of the 46,000 different defendants arrested 

accounted for 24 percent of the 73,000 felony and serious 

misdemeanor cases handled by the prosecutor for that 

jurisdiction.  These findings provided much of the stimulus 

for the Institution of federally sponsored career criminal 
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pioqraHts In jurladictlons throughout the country.  More 

recent findings derived from surveys of prison inmates have 

further validated the existence of substantial variation in the 

amount of criminal activity among different offenders. 

It is one thing, however, to identify crime-prone offenders 

retrospectively and another to identify them before they 

demonstrate their criminal proclivity.  Obviously, if they 

cannot be identified for special case treatment prospectively, 

then there can be no opportunity to obtain the benefit of a 

strategy of reserving prison space for the most criminally 

active offenders. 

The emerging evidence indicates that prospective 

identification of crime-prone offenders, while imperfect, can 

nonetheless be done with a moderate degree of accuracy in some 

setcings and a high degree in others. More importantly, 

statistical prediction of criminal and deviant behavior has 

demonstrated itself with some consistency to surpass the 

accuracy of subjective prediction by clinicians and other 
o 

experts.   Recent studies have revealed a number of factors 

in particular to be consistent predictors of recidivism: 

recent prior criminal record, youthfulness, drug use, and 
9 

charges of robbery or burglary. 

2.1 Predictive Accuracy. The accuracy of these 

prediction models is not difficult to demonstrate.  Hilliams's 

model of recidivism, for example, when used to predict the most 

recidivistic half of the 46,000 defendants in her study, 

correctly identified in that half 84 percent of the 478 
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offendars who revealed themselves retrospectively as the most 

recidlvlstlc 10 percent of the cohort.   (A random selection 

would have identified only SO percent, on average.) The extent 

to which recidivism can be predicted among federal offenders. 

It turns out, is even stronger, as will be described in Section 

4. 

2.2 Existing Case Selection Strategies. The available 

evidence on case selection and targeting strategies actually 

used by prosecutors is not plentiful.  In an earlier INSLAH 

study we analyzed the factors that govern prosecutive case 

selection and subsequent processing decisions by identifying 

the case characteristics that best predict the prosecutor's 

decisions to accept a felony case at screening and then to 

carry it forward at successive stages of prosecution.  Using 

1973 data from PROHIS (the Prosecutor's Hanagement Information 

System) for Washington, D.C., that study found that the cases 

that proceeded the farthest through the system tended to be 

those, first, that had the strongest evidence (measured by such 

factors as number of witnesses, whether physical evidence was 

collected by the police, and the amount of time that elapsed 

between the offense and the arrest) and, second, that involved 

the most serious offenses (measured both by the maximum 

sentence for the most serious charge indicated by the police or 

prosecutor and by the Sellin-Wolfgang index, a measure of the 

amount of harm inflicted on victims by the offense).   Cases 

involving defendants with longer criminal records (measured by 

number of prior arrests, and controlling for the defendant's 
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age) were not found to be selected at a higher rate or carried 

forward to a more advanced stage of prosecution than other 

cases. 

These results, describing an office that had no career 

criminal program at the time the data were recorded, suggest 

that the prosecutor might not be inclined to target on the more 

crime-prone offenders in the absence of such a program. This 

inference was corroborated in 1977 by evidence produced from a 

12 
survey of federal prosecutors.   While consistent with the 

deterrence aspect of crime control, the findings of those 

studies suggest that the prosecutor does not automatically 

t&rget on cases with the idea of realizing the incapacitative 

effects associated with the conviction and incarceration of the 

most criminally active offenders. 

More recent research by Eleanor Chellmsky and Judith 

Dahmann has produced quite different findings: attorney time 

given to cases that are processed by career criminal units may 

actually be excessive.  In a survey of four jurisdictions, the 

number of cases accepted per attorney per month for prosecutors 

assigned to those units was found to be only about one-fourth 

of that for the other prosecutors in each of the four offices, 

and the career criminal cases were found to be no more likely 

14 
to end in conviction.   Similar results were obtained in 

research by William Rhodes. Measuring the number of attorney 

hours allocated to each felony case in the main office and four 

branch offices of the Los Angeles County District Attorney, 

Rhodes found that the amount of attention given to robbery and 
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burglary cases in the career crininal unit was about five times 

the amount given to robbery and burglary cases that were 

processed conventionally, with results in terms of conviction 

rates that appeared no better. 

The accumulated evidencer in short, suggests that too 

little attention nay be given to cases involving chronic 

offenders in an office with no special targeting program, and 

too little attention may be given to other cases in offices 

that do have such programs.  It is possible that simply 

flagging cases involving criminally active offenders to remind 

the prosecuting attorney that the case warrants special 

conqideration may produce a more balanced, if not more 

efficient, allocation of resources than the alternative of 

processing such cases through separate career criminal units. 

2.3  Empirically Derived Case Selection Strategies.  In 

their survey of four jurisdictions with career criminal 

programs, Chelimsky and Dahmann found four entirely different 

sets of career criminal targeting strategies.   While such 

differences may be attributable to the prospect of recidivism 

predictors varying from place to place, it is safe to conjecture 

that the criteria vary primarily due to arbitrariness; few 

people know what actually predicts recidivism in any particular 

jurisdiction.  Such variation in targeting criteria imposes 

crime costs on society to the extent that the criteria used do 

not result in a strategy of targeting on those offenders who 

are predictably the most crime prone. 
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in her analysis of selection criteria for career crininal 

programs, Williams found that the estimated Incapacitatlon 

effects of empirically derived targeting criteria in fact' 

surpass, by from 10 to SO percent, those associated with 

criteria developed by the Law Enforcement Assistance Adninis- 

tration:  current case a serious felony and one prior 

conviction. These estimates were based on a variety of 

assumptions about the size of the group of cases targeted, the 

conviction rate increase associated with the program, and the 

sentence that followed.   Similarly, Roth and Hice's model 

of crime on ball, when used to predict the most recidlvlstic of 

a sample of 424 defendants who were required to post cash or 

surety bond, revealed that the number of persons jailed in that 

sample could have been reduced from 170 (those who failed to 

make bond) to 98 (those predicted to be the most recidlvlstic) 

without any Increase in the expected rate of pretrlal 

Ifl rearrest. 

These studies suggest that our ability to improve on 

current patterns of case selection and handling may be 

substantial.  Opportunities to make such improvements at the 

federal level will be discussed in Sections 4 and 5. 

3.  Surveys of Criminal Justice Agents 

Improvements In case selection and handling procedures are 

not likely to be effectively Implemented by people who do not 

see them as improvements.  An Important precondition to the 

successful implementation of a strategy of selectlvs 
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incapacitatlon is an understanding of the perceptions of the 

agents responsible foe carrying out such a strategy. 

Accordingly, we surveyed federal Investigators and prosecutors, 

as well as prosecutors experienced in the operation of career 

criminal programs at the local level.  In this section we 

describe the principal results of those surveys. 

3.1 Federal Investigators.  Four federal investigative 

agencies that account for the vast majority of cases prosecuted 

by federal attorneys cooperated in the survey:  the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation, the Secret Service, the Postal 

Inspection Service, and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 

Firearms.  A total of 26 in-person interviews with agents of 

these organizations were conducted in seven cities:  Chicago, 

Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, New York, and San 

Francisco.  (Federal prosecutors were also interviewed in these 

sites.)  Because the number of interviews ranged from five to 

seven for the individual agencies, it was not possible to draw 

reliable inferences about the attitudes of agents of any 

particular agency; hence we report results for the 26 agents as 

an aggregate. 

The issue of central interest was the extent to which an 

off-fnder's prior record influences federal investigation and 

prosecution.  Most agents expressed the belief that prior 

record influences both the decision to investigate and to 

prosecute (see Exhibit 1).  Host agents doubted, on the other 

hand, that the charges filed by the federal prosecutor are 

affected by the offender's criminal history. 
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Exhibit 1. 
Survey of Federal Investigators 

Does an offender's history of prior 
criminal activity influence: 

1 

Agency's 
decision to 
initiate 

investigation 

16 

U.S. Attorney's 
decision to 
accept case 

13 

Seriousness 
of charges 

filed 

Yet 7 

No 6 4 15 

Depends 4 9 3 

No responsi s           _0 _0 _i 
M 26 26 26 

With respect to the prospect of a more explicit federal 

career criminal program, most investigative agents seemed 

positive. They strongly supported the Idea of increasing both 

the incarceration rates and average sentences of recidivists. 

Specific recommendations included the 'flagging* of cases for 

special attention, assignment of cases to experienced 

attorneys, and the institution of special screening and review 

procedures.  Only two agents expressed a preference for a 

special prosecution unit to handle such cases. 

3.2 federal Prosecutors.  A total of 26 in-person 

interviews were conducted in nine federal districts:  Central 

California (Los Angeles), Northern California (San Francisco), 

Southern Florida (Miami), Northern Illinois (Chicago), Eastern 

Michigan (Detroit), Eastern New York (Brooklyn), southern Texas 
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(Houston), and Western Washington (Seattle). We interviewed 

from two to four people in each office—typically, the head of 

the criminal division, the head of a special prosecution unit, 

and another senior attorney.  Additional interviews were 

conducted in other districts by telephone. 

The interview started with a question about the federal 

attorneys' knowledge of local career criminal programs and 

views about their effectiveness.  Of the 19 attorneys who 

expressed a view, nine thought the programs were either 'quite 

effective' or 'extremely effective,* five thought they were 

'mcierately effective,' three 'marginally effective,' and two 

thought that they were not effective at all. 

While the attorneys interviewed acknowledged current 

federal emphasis on cases involving repeat offenders, they 

indicated (using a 10-point scale of importance) that the 

strength of the evidence and the seriousness of the current 

offense weigh a bit more heavily than prior record in their 

decisions to accept or decline cases at the screening stage. 

To the extent that they do consider prior record in their 

screening decisions, they indicated that they base their 

assessment of recidivism on at least one of three sources of 

information:  FBI criminal histories, local agency sources, and 

investigative information that reveals an offender's current 

activity to have the characteristics of a sophisticated, often 

long-term operation.  Prosecutors in two of the nine 

jurisdictions indicated that they rarely have prior criminal 

history records available at screening. 
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Looking ahead to the prospect of a federal career criminal 

program, federal prosecutors identified several goals foe the 

program, ranging from increased incarceration rates and 

sentence terms for repeat offenders to such side benefits as 

improved coordination with local prosecutors.  They indicated 

that such benefits could be achieved through the flagging of 

cases involving repeat offenders and increased use of pretrial 

detention and special sentence enhancement statutes for those 

cases. 

We found surprisingly little support (only four 

respondents) foe the establishment of separate career criminal 

prosecution units within the office.  This lack of support is 

consistent with the lack of proven effectiveness of such units 

at the local level, noted in Section 2.  It is also consistent 

with a tendency for the federal prosecutors Interviewed to 

express more interest in the offense than in the offender. 

Nearly all of the respondents expressed opposition to a program 

that would either alter their present office structure or that 

would cause a shift from the current emphasis on crime 

seriousness to an emphasis on offenders.  It is not totally 

clear whether the federal attorneys' opposition to the creation 

of career "criminal units within U.S. Attorney Offices stems 

primarily from a belief the career criminal units would not be 

effective or from a preference in focusing on ••rious offenses 

rather than serious offenders.  The existence and acceptability 

of special prosecution units in most of these offices (e.g., to 

target on narcotics and on organized crime), however, may 
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suggest that federal prosecutors are not generally opposed to 

special prosecution units per se, but are opposed primarily to 

a focus on the offender rather than the offense. 

Federal prosecutors appear also to be generally opposed to 

a set of criteria that would substantially narrow their 

discretion to select certain types of cases but not others. 

While about half of the attorneys interviewed thought that some 

guidelines would be useful to assist prosecutors in identifying 

the more crime-prone offenders, they also expressed the belief 

that such guidelines should be broadly defined.  Only two 

attorneys favored point-system or check-list approaches to case 

selection. 

If career criminal guidelines were to be based on the 

presence of certain factors, the most important factor cited by 

the sample of federal prosecutors (41 responded to this 

qu€-tion) was, ironically, the seriousness of the current 

offense.  Among 13 factors named on a five-point scale of 

importance, the following noteworthy results were obtained: 

offense seriousness (tl) received an average score of 4.37; 

prior federal felony convictions (12), 4.24; indication of high 

volume of criminal activity (}3), 4.15; prior nonfederal felony 

convictions (t4), 4.04; prior felony arrests (t6) 2.80; 

inuication of drug use (t8), 2.73; and prior misdemeanor 

arrests (tl3), 1.49. 

While offense seriousness appears to remain the more 

dominant concern of federal attorneys, they do express support 

for the inclusion of factors that are statistically related to 
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recidivism among a set of case selection criteria. Of the 31 

prosecutors who responded to the question, 'Should the case 

selection criteria for a federal career criminal program 

include items that are statistically related to the likelihood 

of recidivism?*, all but three said yes. 

Individual respondents also expressed support for ways of 

dealing with repeat offenders other than with the use of 

empirically derived case selection criteria:  new legislation 

to facilitate the prosecution of recidivists, cross-deputization 

of federal and local prosecutors, less emphasis on cases 

involving the sophisticated white collar offender, and the 

provision of more complete criminal history Information in time 

for the bail hearing. 

For the most part, federal prosecutors feel that their 

current policies are adequate for dealing with repeat 

offenders. They expressed the view that substantially larger 

gains could be realized from tougher sentencing of repeat 

offenders than from different prosecution strategies or from 

new prosecution programs that would only duplicate current ones. 

3.3 Local Prosecutors. The third major group of 

practitioners surveyed was prosecutors responsible for local 

caraer criminal programs.  The purpose of this survey was 

threefold:  to learn the basic features of local efforts to 

target on repeat offenders, to learn the extent and nature of 

the interaction of local prosecutors with federal investigators 
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and prosecutors, and to learn their views on the concept of a 

career criminal program at the federal level. Representatives 

over 80 active career criminal programs were Interviewed In 

person or by telephone. 

The programs surveyed had been in operation for an average 

of 42 months at the time of the interview (summer 1981). Host 

of the local career criminal programs experienced a substantial 

shift in funding during this period: federal funding, which 

was largely responsible for the initiation of these programs, 

fall from 68 percent of total program funds at the start to a 

level of 10 percent by the summer of 1981; state governments 

filled much of the void. Increasing from 21 to 48 percent of 

the funding; and local governments assumed the remainder, 

increasing from 11 to 43 percent of the funding of career 

criminal programs. 

Career criminal programs vary substantially in size, based 

primarily on the size of the jurisdiction. Los Angeles County, 

the largest jurisdiction in the study, also has the most 

attorneys (24) in its career criminal unit. Ada County, Idaho, 

and Black Hawk County, Iowa, jurisdictions of less than 150,000 

residents, each have only one attorney assigned to their 

units.  The average number of attorneys In the 82 units sampled 

was 3.8. 

The career criminal unit attorneys are typically more 

experienced than other attorneys in the office—they have an 

average of over seven years of prosecution experience, nearly 
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twice that of th« others. The nininuB aaount of prosecution 

experience in the vast majority of these units is three years. 

Recognizing the Importance of 'case building* in aany cases 

involving repeat offenders, these units usually have experienced 

investigators added to their staffs of experienced laviyers. 

About two-thirds of the units have such persons assigned to 

their staffs; of the 14 units surveyed operating in jurisdic- 

tions with over one million residents, 13 have investigators 

assigned to their staffs, and most of these units have two or 

more such people. Over 75 percent of all career criminal 

investigators were previously employed as police officers or 

detectives.  Local career criminal unit staffs often also 

Include paralegal assistants, secretaries, and clerks. 

Local career criminal units are not distinctive only for 

their staffs of experienced lawyers and investigators.  They 

are also characterized by a system known as 'vertical 

prosecution'.  Rather than being passed 'horizontally' from one 

attorney to another in a production line manner common in urban 

prosecutors' offices, career criminal cases are typically 

handled by a single attorney from the screening stage through 

indictment and on to final case disposition.  While this 

enables each prosecutor to devote more attention to each case 

handled, it also results in fewer cases processed per attorney 

than in conventional case processing systems.  Whereas felony 

caseloads typically run in the neighborhood of 100 per attorney 

in conventional settings, career criminal unit attorneys 

usually handle fewer than 50 cases per year, and in a number of 
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offices. Including Los Angeles, the Bronx, and Indianapolis, 

fewer than 20 are processed per career crinlnal unit attorney 

annually. 

The aspect of career criminal units that one night expect 

would set these units most clearly apart from conventional 

prosecution is the case selection process, designed to produce 

a systematic focus on those offenders most likely to recidivate. 

While the focus of case selection in local career criminal 

projrams does appear to be on the repeat offender, it is in 

fact anything but systematic.  Fewer than one-fourth of those 

surveyed use a scoring system to select cases. Host programs 

use criteria that allow for more cases than the unit can 

actually prosecute.  Over two-thirds target on specific 

offenses; while prior record is regarded as 'very important,* 

crime type and degree of harm to the victim rank close behind 

among the criteria used to select cases as worthy of 'career 

criminal' prosecution,  state criminal history information is 

usually available to support the systematic selection of cases 

involving active offenders, as is information about parole or 

probation status and other pending cases, but information about 

trial status is available in only half of the jurisdictions, 

and juvenile records and PBI data on offenses committed in 

other states are rarely available to local jurisdictions that 

wish to target resources on repeat offenders. 

Because a federal career criminal type program would need 

information about both federal and nonfederal prior offenses, 

and hence would have to rely on information sources at the 
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local level, we surveyed local prosecutors about their 

coordination with federal agents. Most units (92 percent) do 

have occasion to contact federal agents. Such contacts are 

more likely to be monthly, however, than weekly or daily. 

Agents contacted most frequently are with the FBI, Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF), and the Drug Enforcement 

Administration.  In response to an open-ended question, the 

attorneys were inclined to regard BATF agents as especially 

cooperative; investigators from another federal agency were 

described primarily as information receivers rather than givers. 

The interview closed with some general questions about the 

overall success of the career criminal program and about the 

prospect of such a program at the federal level.  The persons 

interviewed expressed a belief that the program locally has 

been a success overall, especially because incarceration rates 

increased and because attorneys were given more tine to work on 

each case. While not generally enthusiastic about the concept 

of a federal career criminal program, nearly three-fourths of 

those interviewed thought that it would be better to have one 

in their federal district than not to. Many prosecutors 

stressed the need for a federal career criminal program to 

coordinate closely with local efforts to target on repeat 

offenders; many expressed a concern, based on their previous 

experiences with federal agents and prosecutors, that federal 

autnorities would not In fact coordinate sufficiently with 

local authorities. 
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4. Recldl»l8« Patf rn« of Federal Oft«nd«f« 

Ha turn now to an Investigation of the extent to which a 

program that attempts to reserve federal prison space for the 

most criminally active offenders could In fact be expected to 
19 reduce crime by way of incapacitatlon.   Obviously, there 

can be no opportunity to Incarcerate the most active offendersi 

except by chance, if we cannot identify them before they conatt 

further crime. 

4.1 Retrospective Analysis of Recidivism. To do this, 

we analyzed a data base describing a six-year follow-up period 

for 1700 offenders convicted of a cross-section of federal 

offenses and released from prison or other federal custody In 

1970. The data base was constructed from a variety of sources, 

including presentence Investigation reports (to provide 

detailed Information about offenders and their prior records), 

FBI rap sheets (to provide Information about arrests during the 

follow-up period), local jails and prisons (to provide 

information about intervals in the follow-up period during 

which it was not possible for the offenders to commit crimes 

*on the street*), and the U.S.  Parole Commission (to provide 

auditional information about the offenders released from 

federal prisons). 

The analysis of this data base has confirmed earlier 

findings that previously convicted federal offenders, on the 

whole, ace recldivlstic and that some are substantially more 
20 recldivlstic than others.   The 1700 offenders committed an 

estimated average of 7.8 non-drug offenses per year (or 36 per 
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year, including drug offenses) on the street; 58 percent, 

however, were not known to recidivate during the follow-up 

period, while the others conunitted an estimated average of 19 

non-drug offenses per year.  Of those who recidivated, 71 

percent did so within two years of their release. 

4.2 Predicting Recidivism for Federal Offenders.  Looking 

back on the follow-up period, as we do above, has only limited 

policy relevance.  Of particular significance for a strategy of 

selective incapacitation is our ability to identify 

prospectivcly, or predict, which offenders are the ones most 

likely to recidivate.  To develop such a capability, we 

constructed a statistical prediction model based on analysis of 

the data described above.  Specifically, we examined the 

statistical association between the factors that were known 

about the 1700 offenders at the time of their release from 

federal custody in 1970 and the likelihood that an offender was 

rearrested within 60 months after release.  This analysis 

revealed four sets of factors as especially strong predictors 

of recidivism:  prior record (including length of criminal 

career, number of arrests within the past five years, longest 

term of incarceration previously served, and number of prior 

convictions): youthfulness; use of drugs (including heroin use 

or heavy use of alcohol); and the nature of the current offense 

(esoecially violent offenses, property thefts, forgeries, and 

drug crimes).  These findings are consistent with earlier 

research on recidivism. 
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We then established the following hypothetical career 

criainal targeting criterion:  Select a case for special 

handling if the model identifies the offender as being more 

likely than not to recidivate within 60 months.  This criterion 

identified 200, or 12 percent, of the 1700 offenders as 'career 

criminals*. 

4.3 Accuracy of Prediction. How accurately does this 

model identify repeat offenders prospectively? The importance 

of this question derives primarily from our concern about 'false 

positives', persons identified as recidivistic offenders pro- 

spectively but not retrospectively.  In fact, the model predicts 

fairly accurately, with true positives outnumbering false 

positives by nearly six to one.  The vast majority of those 

identified as career criminals—170 of the 200 (85 percent)— 

werj rearrested during the five-year follow-up period.  Ninety 

nine (49.5 percent) of the 200 were rearrested within 12 months 

of release, and 138 (69 percent) were rearrested within 24 

months.  In contrast, only 36 percent of the 1500 offenders not 

identified as career criminals were rearrested during the five 

years following release from federal custody. The 200 offenders 

ioentified prospectively as recidivists committed an estimated 

average of 38 non-drug crimes per year, while the other 1500 

committeu an estimated average of less than four per year. 

It is not even necessary to use the full detail of a 

sophisticated statistical prediction model to produce targeting 

criteria that accurately identify recidivists.  We have 

developed a simple nine-factor score sheet (Exhibit 2) that 
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Bxkiblt 2. 
PRorosio roiHT SCORES FOR SILZCTIM CMiiEii aiiHimu 

Heavy us« of alcohol 

Hacoln U«* 

Ag* It tlB« o< Instant acraat 
l»*» clian 22 
23 - 27 
2B - 32 
33 - 37 
38 - 42 
43* 

Lanqth of crlalnal cacaar 
0-5 yaaca 
t-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21* 

Xtraata during laat flva yaata 
Cciaaa of vlolanca 
Ctlma against ptopacty 
Sala of druga 
Othar offanaas 

Longaat tiaa sarvad, aingla tara 
1-5 aontba 
6-12 

13-24 
25-36 
37-48 

49* 

NuBbar probation aantancaa 

tnatant offanaa «aa etlm of vlolanca* 

+ 5 

*3l 
*U 
* 1 

0 
- T 
-14 

4 par arraat 
3 par arraat 
4 par arraat 
2 par arraat 

4 
9 
U 
It 
1< 
4S 

1.5 par aantanca 

Inatant offanaa »aa crlM lakalad 'othar*** -18 

Critical Valua to Labal an Offandac 
As a Caraar Criainal: 

47 poiata 

assault, robbary, saxual *Violant criaaa includa hoaiclda, 
aaaault and kidnaping. 

••Othar criaaa includa ailltary violationa, probation, parola, 
waapona and all othara axcapt araon, burglary, larcany, auto 
thaft, fraud, forgary, drug sala or poaaassion, and vlolant 
criaaa. 

-21- 



213 

producas results closely approxlnating those of the more 

elaborate prediction model:  as with the exact model, true 

positives outnumber false positives by six to one, and only 36 

percent of the offenders not identified as career criminals 

were rearrested during the follow-up period. ^ It is 

important to note that because the population of cases screened 

by prosecutors is different from the population of offenders 

that we analyzed to generate this scoring system, a real world 

application of these weights at the screening stage is likely 

to be somewhat less accurate than the results obtained here. 

Ideally, of course, we would like to be able to predict 

recidivism perfectly.  It is occasionally said that anything 

•hoct of that ideal standard is unjust, therefore statistical 

prediction models should not be used.  Career criminal 

targeting is likely to occur, however, in the absence of an 

empirically derived set of targeting criteria.  Hore false 

positives are almost certain to result from conventional 

targeting strategies than from one based on empirically derived 

criteria, with all of its shortcomings.   False positives 

are not unique to empirically derived targeting criteria, they 

are common to all career criminal targeting programs; criteria 

derived from the application of sound statistical procedure 

reduces the rate of false positives. 

5.  Policy Implications. 

This study confirms the notion that the widening of a 

Strategy of targeting federal resources on cases Involving 
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recldlvlsta offers th« potential for substantial crime 

reduction In both federal and local jurisdictions.  The 

offenders studied conunitted an estinated average of eight 

non-drug offenses per year free.  The majority, however, were 

not rearrested; we estinate that the 42 percent who were 

rearrested committed about twenty non-drug crimes per year. 

And many, if not most, of these were crimes committed at the 

local level. We found that one fourth of all persons arrested 

by federal agents had prior records that included five previous 

arrests at the local level.^* 

Our ability to separate the recidivists from the nonrecidi- 

vists prospectively by using statistically derived criteria 

appears substantially stronger than doing so by using either a 

random selection process or conventionally derived criteria. 

Eighty-five percent of the 200 offenders identified as 

crime-prone using the statistical model, in fact, were 

rearrested during the five-year follow-up period, while only 36 

percent of the 1500 identified as nonrccidivists were 

rearrested during that period. Those Identified as recidivists 

committed an estimated ten times as many crimes as the others. 

Hal* of those identified as recidivists were rearrested within 

12 months of release from federal custody. This statistical 

identification system can be closely approximated with the use 

of a simple nine-factor score sheet (see Exhibit 2, p. 21). 

While the use of such a model to assist in the case selection 

process for a federal career criminal program does not ensure 

perfect prediction of recidivism, it does provide an 
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opportunity to baa« case selection on the nost accurate 

prediction system available at this tine. 

The study's surveys of federal prosecutors Indicate that 

the routine use of enplrically derived case selection criteria 

is not likely to be accomplished smoothly unless certain 

prevailing attitudes are taken into consideration.  One la a 

predominant tendency for federal attorneys currently to focus 

on elements of the offense rather than information about the 

offender. Another Is reslstence to narrowing their exercise of 

discretion.  While federal prosecutors view local programs that 

target on the most criminally active offenders as generally 

effective, and while they support the notion of case selection 

criteria that are statistically related to recidivism, they are 

opposed to a program that would narrow their discretion to 

select certain types of cases but not others. The concept of a 

point system or use of a check list to assist in the case 

selection and targeting process was not generally regarded as 

an attractive alternative to current procedure. On the whole, 

fed4ral prosecutors are comfortable with their current case 

selection policies. 

Like federal prosecutors, the federal investigators and 

local prosecutors interviewed were supportive of the general 

concept of a federal career criminal program and somewhat 

skeptical about various specific aspects of such a program. 

Federal investigators join with federal prosecutors in favoring 

a system of flagging cases for special attention over a system 

of creating a special career criminal unit to handle cases 
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involving repeat offenders. Local prosecutors expressed 

concern, based on previous experience, that a federal career 

criminal program would fail to coordinate adequately with local 

efforts to target resources on repeat offenders. 

The creation of a federal career criminal program should be 

sensitive to these concerns.  It should also Include the 

setting and monitoring of specific objectives:  increasing 

conviction rates in cases involving repeat offenders, 

increasing pretrial detention rates and trial rates in such 

cases, and obtaining longer sentences for repeat offenders. 

Conviction rates for cases investigated by federal agents 

can be increased in several ways.  First, the U.S. Attorney and 

the local prosecutors in each federal district should develop a 

coordinated policy for the prosecution of dual jurisdiction 

offenses, especially those involving repeat offenders. Dual 

jurisdiction cases represent a substantial portion of the 

federal criminal case load; policy relating to those cases 

should be developed jointly and communicated to federal 

investigators and local law enforcement officials.  Room for 

improvement in the handling of dual jurisdiction cases appears 

25 
to be substantial. 

Second, cases involving the most crime-prone offenders can 

now be predicted with a sufficiently high degree of accuracy to 

warrant the use of statistical prediction to support (not 

supplant] the exercise of discretion in selecting cases and 

targeting resources on them. Many cases that are currently 

declined for prosecution because they are somewhat unattractive 
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(for example, because of the nature of the offense or a 

correctable evidentiary problem), may be found worthy of 

prosecution when the offender's profile of crime proneness is 

given more systematic attention. 

Third, federal investigative agencies could share in the 

responsibility and accountability for the eventual outcomes of 

cases.  It is not clear that each federal agency provides 

sufficient inducement for its agents to present cases for 

prosecution in such a way that brings about the conviction and 

incarceration of criminally active offenders. 

Fourth, opportunities can be exploited by both federal and 

local prosecutors to increase conviction rates in cases 

involving the most crime-prone offenders after these cases have 

been accepted for prosecution.  Proper management of witnesses 

and evidence is crucial to successful prosecution and need not 

consume lavish prosecution resources.  Paralegal staff trained 

in witness management could make certain that witnesses are 

given proper information and encouragement about their cases 

and could assist prosecutors in meeting court events on 

schedule. They might even outperform the harried attorney in 

this role,  prosecutors can also see to it that the 

investigators have obtained and properly processed all of the 

evidence available to support the successful prosecution of 

cases involving repeat offenders. 

Reducing crime by way of a strategy of selective 

Incapacltation can be achieved in other ways as well, including 

the areas of pretrial release, plea bargaining, and sentencing. 
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Th« prosecutor at aither the federal or local level, can serve 

both the judge and the comnunity by providing to the judge 

information about an offender's crine proneness to support the 

determination of the defendant's pretrial status. While the 

constitutional issues involved in the ongoing pretrial. 

detention debate are not likely to be resolved soon, one 

dominant practical consideration tends to moot that 

discussion:  Few judges care to read in the newspaper that a 

defendant they released on bail committed another serious 

crime.  Right or wrong, judges are inclined to find a 

legitimate reason for locking up the most dangerous defendants; 

hence they are interested in knowing which ones are in fact the 

most recidivistic. 

Prosecutors can also use Information about an offender's 

crime proneness to increase sentence terms. One way is to take 

more cases involving chronic offenders to trial rather than 

offer a sentence or charge concession to induce a guilty plea. 

Another way is to recommend a longer sentence to the judge for 

such cases in allocution. 

Current procedures for dealing with repeat offenders at tfae 

local level—including the use of arbitrary case selection 

criteria and the career criminal unit as centerpieces—may be 

largely ceremonial, ineffective, and costly.  A federal career 

criminal program can, instead, exploit simple, unobtrusive 

procedures such as those described above to effectively 

incapacitate offenders who are criminally active at both the 

federal and local levels. 
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The concept of a federal pcogram that targets resources on 

cases involving recidivists is not new. J. Edgar Hoover's list 

of the ten persons nost wanted by the FBI exemplifies a long- 

standing focus on dangerous recidivists by federal crininal 

justice agents. The public's concern about crime warrants the 

Implementation of such a program among other federal 

investigative agencies and in the offices of U.S. Attorneys. 

It <.s especially important that the institution of a federal 

career crininal program proceed in an orderly yet expeditious 

manner I with explicit goals and procedures for ensuring that 

those goals are achieved. 
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I.  IMTRODDCTION 

A datinition of the tarn 'career criminal* depends on the 

ipurpose to be served by classifying some offenders as 

'habitual* or *career' offenders while others are classified as 

noncareer offenders.  The definition in this report was 

motivated by Attorney General Smith's recent expression of 

Interest in prioritizing the federal processing of active 

offenders who have extensive records of arrests, convictions, 

and prior prison sentences, primarily for FBI index crimes. 

The logic for giving priority to the processing of career 

criminal cases stems from two observations:  that a small 

percentage of offenders seems to account for a disproportionate 

fraction of all arrests (Peterson end Stambul, 1978; Williams, 

1973) and that habitual offenders appear to commit many more 

crimes than those for which they are arrested (Boland, 1980i 

Blumstein and Cohen, 1979;  Collins, 1977).  Advocates o'f 

career criminal programs assert that targeting prosecution on 

career criminals enhances both the offender's likelihood of 

conviction and the length of the prison term that he or she 

will serve, resulting in a significant reduction in street 

crime. 

This assertion rests on several assumptions, two of which 

are germane to this report.  One is that it is possible to 

distinguish career criminals from noncareer criminals.  A 

second assumption is that the reduction in crime resulting from 

incarcerating a career criminal Is sufficient to justify the 

additional expense of his special handling. 
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In this p«p«ri w« addrcaa tb«s« two aaaunptlons. Dalng 

conventional atatiatlcal n*thodolo9y> ve develop a formula that 

can be uaed to Identify offenders with the highest incidence of 

criminal behavior, as reflected in arrests for serious crimes. 

Drawing on the research of others, we extend this formula to 

account for the type and amount of crice associated with the 

arrests of career offenders.  Having assessed the rate at which 

career criminals are arrested and the rate at which they commit 

crimes between arrests, we will be in a position to predict the 

amount and kinds of crime that might be prevented by incarcer- 

ating habitual offenders.  We then use these predictions to 

simulate the effect that a career criminal program might have. 

on crime and the federal criminal justice system under alterna- 

tive assumptions about how the program might operate. 

NOTES 

1. From a speech by the Honorable Wllliani French Smith, 
Attorney General of the United States, at the dedication of the 
FBI Forensic Science Research and Training Center, June 16, 
1981, FBI Academy, Quantico, Virginia. 

This interest in career criminal prosecution does not imply 
that it should necessarily take precedence over the prosecution 
of other offenders such as white collar criminals, persons 
engaged in organized crime and other persons whose offenses are 
predatory and pernicious, although the offenders themselves may 
lack extensive criminal histories.  Rather, the definition 
implies that there is a special group of offenders who, based 
on the frequency of their contact with the criminal justice 
system, should be an additional target of federal prosecution. 

2. There are a few published evaluations of career 
criminal programs.  See 'Symposium on the Career Criminal 
Program," M. Wolfgang, ed., in the Journal of Criminal Law and 
Criminology 71(2) (summer 1980), especiallyE. Chelimsky and J. 
Dahmann, *The Hitre Corporation's National Evaluation of the 
Career Criminal Program: A Discussion of the Findings* 
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(pp. 102-106) and J. Phillips and C. Cartwrigbt, 'The 
California Career Criainal Prosecution Progran One Year Later* 
(pp. 107-112). Although the effectiveness of career crininal 
prosecution is uncertain, findings point toward the need for 
better selection criteria. 
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II.  GENERAL APPROACH 

In order to davelop formulas to distinguish career 

crlBlnals from other offenders, researchers have frequently 

'exanined the rearrests of a cohort of known offenders. This 

axaalnation is often conducted by recording the nuabers and 

tyiHts of rearrests occurring between the time when the offender 

was 'released to the street* and the time the observation 

period ended.  Pornulas have typically been used to estimate 

whether an offender will be rearrested (Hoffman and Beck, 

1974), the rate of arrests per time at risk (Williams, 1979; 

Buchner et al., 1980), the seriousness of the charge at 

rearrest (Williams, 1979;  Buchner et al., 1980), and the 

length of time until rearrest (Barton and Turnbull, 1981i 

Uitte and Schmidt, 1979).* These measures of recidivism are 

frequently correlated with an offender's instant offense and 

his criminal history, age, and social background (such as his 

employment record).  Thus, the formulas measure how likely an 

offender is to recidlvace given his past behavior and present 

status.  Offenders most likely to recldivate might be considered 

to oe candidates for a career criminal program. 

We have followed this tradition in our analysis.  In 

subsection A, we provide a definition of 'recidivism* and 

explain our approach to its measurement.  In subsection B, we 

discuss the need for recognizing that future crime varies 

according to seriousness;  that is, recidivism has both a 

quantitative and qualitative dimension.  Both dimensions should 

*Se« Appendix B for bibliography. 



be considered by a career criminal program. Then, in 

subsection C, we discuss the consistency with which offenders 

commit the same type of crime. 

A.  DEFINITIONS AND MEASUREMENT OF RECIDIVISM 

In their review of recidivism studies, Waldo and Griswold 

(1979) noted that definitions of recidivism consist of nebulous 

phrases or terms such as *a tendency toward repeat criminal 

activity* or 'habitual behavior.* The lack of a universal 

definition of the term has caused researchers to apply somewhat 

arbitary definitions, with the result that the measurement of 

recidivism has varied with respect to the level of contact that 

an offender has with the criminal justice system, sources of 

data analyzed, methods of data analysis, kinds of crimes 

counted (for example, serious crimes only rather than all 

crimes), and the length of the follow-up period. 

In defining recidivism, we must also be clear about the 

types of offenses for which recidivism is viewed as a priority 

problem.  We limit our discussion and analysis to a certain 

class of 'serious crimes.*  Specifically, our list of serious 

offenses consists of arrest for the following:  homicide, 

ass.;ult, robbery, burglary, larceny, auto theft, fraud, 

forgery, rape, drugs, counterfeiting, kidnapping, and weapons. 

It excludes embezzlement, tax violations, prostitution, 

pornography, immigration violations, draft dodging, and all 

other offenses not classifiable as one of those listed above. 

Thus, we exclude offenses typically called 'victimless,* as 

well as minor 'white collar' crime and offenses likely to be 
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*on«-tin«' crin«s, such a* bank embczzlanent.  Ideally, »• 

would havH excludad drug use whlla including drug sales. Our 

data, however, do not always permit making that distinction. 

Xn the case of federal data, therefore, we included all drug 

offenses, taking some reassurance from the fact that federal 

drug prosecutions typically are not foe drug use but for drug 

dealing. 

This definition of serious crime is one that is wholly 

compatible with the purposes of this paper and of recidivism as 

we define it, that is, as a rearrest for a serious street type 

crioe. The rate at which an offender is likely to recidlvate 

is the number of arrests for serious crimes that would occur 

over a hypothetical five-year period fallowing an instant 

arrest for a federal offense, assuming that the offender (1) is 

returned to the street in lieu of prosecution; (2) remains free 

for the entire five-year period; and (3) continues over this 

time span to violate the law at a uniform rate.  Measuring 

recidivism over a hypothetical time span provides a benchmark 

from which to assess the reduction in crime resulting from 

federal prosecution and sentencing. 

Unfortunately, this benchmark cannot be measured directly 

since many arrestees are, in fact, incarcerated for lengthy 

periods following their federal arrest or conviction. 

Therefore, we can never really know how many times these 

offenders would have been arrested had they not been 

prosecuted.  Instead, we must infer these hypothetical rates 

from available data; regrettably, however, available data are 

not well suited to this task, as can be illustrated. 

-6- 



Suppose, for example/ we were to analyze cecidivisn during 

a follow-up period for arresteea whose cases were declined or 

who were convicted but not sentenced to prison.  Although this 

sample of offenders woulU be free during the time span with 

which we are concerned, they constitute a decidedly select 

sample and their criminal behavior would be unlikely to reflect 

recidivism among serious offenders. 

Then again, suppose we analyzed post-release recidivisn 

among incarcerated offenders.  This analysis would not 

necessarily reveal the hypothetical rate at which these 

off'^nders would recidivate if they had been released in lieu of 

prosecution for the offense that resulted in their confinement. 

The intervening years in prison undoubtedly affect their 

recidivistic tendencies, if for no other reason than that they 

are older when they complete their sentences than they would 

have been if released at the time of prosecution.  Available 

evidence indicates that individual crime rates tend to reach a 

peak during an offender's late teens or early twenties, and 

that criminality tends to decrease thereafter. 

Short of an inconceivable situation in which O.S. Attorneys 

would decline all criminal matters coming to their attention 

over a significant period, thereby enabling us to track the 

rearrest history of this cohort, it is necessary to infer rates 

of recidivisn from imperfect data.  As this report proceeds, we 

will have cause to interpret our statistical findings with this 

imperfection in mind.  For now, we will describe our data, 

their limitations, and how the analysis was conducted. 
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1. Th« CCH Data and Analysis 

Our first data base consisted of a 20 percent random sample 

of all federal offenders arrested during 1976.  This data base 

bas described by Boland (1980) and will be referred to as the 

CCB data, since it was derived fron the FBI's Computerized 

Criminal History system. -. 

Our approach to analyzing the CCH data was to examine 

criminal histories retrospectively. It was assumed that the 

pattern of the offender's criminal behavior just prior to his 

federal arrest would approximate his criminal activity just 

after his federal arrest, given that he was returned to the 

Street rather than being incarcerated. Using the CCH data, we 

constructed a data base that contains the number of arrests in 

each year prior to 1976, extending back to 1960. Then, using 

197S as a base, we developed a formula to estimate the 

probability that an offender would be arrested in 1975 given 

bis history of arrests, convictions, and sentences served prior 

to 1975. For reasons that are explained shortly, this 

probability was subsequently converted into a measure of the 

expected length of time that an offender would be free prior to 

bis first serious rearrest. 

Although this first data base was large (N-9,205), it 

contained no detail about an offender's background other than 

his criminal record.  In addition, a one-year follow-up period 

(1975) may be too short for a study of recidivism (Hoffman and 

Stcne-Meierhoefer, 1980), and selection of a year that was 

always one year prior to the federal arrests imposes an obvious 
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2 
selection biaa.  Consequently, we also analyzed a second 

data base—the probation/parole data—that did not have these 

limitations. 

2.  The Probation/Parole Data and Analysis 

The pcobation/parole data consisted of a sample of 

offenders (t>l,708) who were convicted of federal crimes and 

either released from jail or prison or placed on probation 

during 1970-71. Approximately half of the sample served prison 

terns longer than one year and the other half terms less than a 

year, including probation. The data were compiled from several 

sources and included a six-year follow-up of each subject.  For 

our own analysis, we used the data for only five of those 

years. A complete description of'the probation/parole data can 

be found in Bucbner et al. (1980, p.8.). 

In analyzing these data, we judged an offender to have 

recidivated if he was arrested for a serious crime during the 

five-year period that began on the day that he returned to the 

street. For offenders wbo were incarcerated, the follow-up 

period began with their release from prison. For offenders who 

were sentenced to non-prison alternatives, follow-up began on 

tlie day after sentencing. 

Using the probation/parole data, we attempted to determine 

the average length of time that an offender will remain free 

until he is rearrested for a serious offense.  Offenders who, 

on average, recidivate after the shortest period of time will 

be judged to be the most highly recidivistic.  This definition 

of recidivism is partly dictated by data limitations and 
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partly by theoretical concarns that lad us to prefer a 'aurvival 

analysis* approach to analyzing recidivism. 

In order to compare findings from the CCB analysis with the 

probation/parole data, and in order that the analysis of the 

ecu data would serve these same ends, we converted the findings 

from the CCE analysis from estimates of the probability of 

recidivism to estimates of the length of time until recidivism, 

as noted above. 

Once the average length of tine before rearrest has been 

determined for a sample of serious repeat offenders, it becomes 

possible to estimate the number of times that an offender with 

given background characteristics will be arrested, on average, 

over a specified period.^ Then, having made some additional 

assumptions about the type and number of offenses committed per 

arrest, we are able to estimate the number and types of offenses 

coitfflitted, on average, over a specified time by offenders with 

given backgrounds and criminal histories.  This final formula- 

tion can be used to judge whether prioritizing the prosecution 

of career criminals is likely to be worth the cost. 

The probation/parole data do not suffer from the same 

problems as the CCH data but, regrettably, do have their own 

limitations. We are interested in the recidivistic behavior of 

offenders at the time that their cases are under review by the 

U.S. Attorney.  However, recidivism among parolees may not be 

characteristic of that behavior.  For one thing, their post- 

release behavior is undoubtedly influenced for better or for 

worse by their prison and parole supervision experience, as 
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veil a« by aging, as noted above.  For another, attributes such 

as prior criminal history and employment stability, which might 

be associated with an offender's recidivism immediately 

following his arrest, may have little or no bearing on his 

pose-release recidivism four to six years in the future.  As we 

will see, these limitations of the probation/parolee data have 

important implications for this analysis. 

3.  Additional Issues In Measuring Recidivism 

Ualdo and Gciswold recommend that in the absence of 

accurate self-report data FBI statistics be used to provide • 

standard data base for recidivism measurement.  Our data 

conform to this recommendation. 

Unfortunately, the use of FBI-statistics, which provide 

data about arrests and incarcerations, is not a panacea.  For 

one thing, it is necessary to identify which data—arrests, 

convictions or incarcerations—provide the most accurate 

reflection of recidivism. If recidivism is judged on the basis 

of arrest Information, it Is possible that individuals who did 

not actually commit crimes, but who were nonetheless arrested, 

will be included in the analysis.  If, on the other hand, the 

•an^la consists only of individuals who were convicted or 

sentenced to prison, the analysis will likely exclude many 

individuals who actually committed crimes but managed to avoid 

processing beyond the point of arrest. 

There seems to be no definitive resolution »f the question 

of whether arrests, convictions or incarcerations should be 

used as the basis for recidivism studies.  In the present 
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analysis, only tboss offenders who were convicted of federal 

crimes are included in the probation/parole data baser persons 

arrested for serious federal crimes are included in the CCH 

data. He considered an incidence of recidivism to have 

occurred with a rearrest, regardless of whether that arrest led 

to conviction. 

There is also concern that criminal records tend to be 

flawed by jurisdictions! specificity. For example, Blumstein 

and Larson (1971) note that records kept at the federal level 

are likely to exclude 'local arrests for minor offenses below 

the tureshold of reporting* to a federal agency. 

We do not know all the systematic biases that may be 

present in our data base, we concur with Blunstein and Larson 

that minor offenses are underreported, however. Consequently, 

our analysis is limited to examining criminal records for major 

street type crimes, a limitation that seems in keeping with the 

intent of a career criminal program. 

In addition, FBI statistics report largely on adult arrests 

and convictions, but it is likely that the careers of most 

samoled individuals actually commence with juvenile processing. 

Although the absence of juvenile record information for the 

large group of individuals who are one-tine juvenile offenders 

is obviously not crucial to the study of recidivism, 

information about the smaller group of juvenile repeaters may 

be particularly important when exploring the corollary Issues 

of crlne patterning and crime seriousness.  Furthermore, as 

Blunstein and Larson note, the first arrest is crucial to 
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calculating both tha nunbec of crlncs that constitute 

Individual ciioinal careers and the length of the careers. 

Lack of infocnatlon about juvenile arrest records is a 

Ipotentially serious probleia; earlier studies have demonstrated 

that past record is a strong predictor of recidivisn. Because 

of this problem, we made two adjustments in our analysis. 

First, we excluded from our data offenders who were less than 

20 years old at the tine of their federal arrest. While there 

nay be youthful career criminals (Greenwood et al., 1978), 

statistical analysis cannot be expected to identify them given 

the limitations of juvenile arrest data.  Second, the 

contextual meaning of a past record may differ with an 

offender's age, since criminal history information tends to 

become more accurate (as well as lengthier) as the offender 

matures. For this and other reasons, we conducted separate 

analyses on subsets of age groups, using appropriate 

statistical techniques to determine whether subsets of 

offenders should be treated as distinct. 

Finally, FBI statistics provide only the barest information 

•bout an offender and his or her arrest. Key among missing 

data is information about the seriousness of the offense that 

goes beyond a generic classification of the crime (robbery, 

burglary, and so on). ^ 

I'he fact that FBI records contain so little Information 

about crime seriousness other than charge is a potentially 

important omission that might affect our analysis.  It is 

important to discuss the problems introduced by this omission. 
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To do SO, we will provide an overview of how other researchers 

have measured seriousness and bow these measures have been used 

in recidivism studies. 

B.  MEASURES OF THE SERIOUSNESS OP RECIDIVISM 

As annpying as repeat instances of less serious criminal 

behavior—public intoxication, petty larceny, prostitution—are 

to criminal justice officials, it is unlikely that these 

instances compare in social significance to instances of 

••rlous offenses like robbery, burglary, and rape. Recognizing 

thli difference in the seriousness of offenses, some studies of 

recidivism have attempted to build statistical models, or 

offense seriousness scales, that take into account the harm 

that recidivism causes rather thaa the simple fact that an 

offender is rearrested. 

The Sellin-Wolfgang Index (1964) is probably the best known 

ot  the offense seriousness scales.  Composed of numerous 

offense-descriptive elements such as the degree of bodily harm 

inflicted on victims and the value of property stolen, the 

scale is offered as a detailed measure of offense seriousness 

that allows a unique score to be attributed to a specific crime. 

Proponents of the index argue that it is a cross-cultural 

•••sure of seriousness (Rossi et al., 1974; Akman et al., 

1966) and that it affords a more universal assessment of crime 

seriousness than evaluations that depend solely on crime 

categorization (Hellford and Wiatrowski, 1975).  Nevertheless, 

other authors have questioned the index's universality (Lesieur 

and Lehman, 1975), its superiority to the unsealed arrest 
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statistics (Blumstein, 1974;  Hlndelang, 1974), and its claln 

of additivlty (Wagner and Pease, 1978). 

Despite the criticisms, the scale remains prominent and has 

been utilized by some researchers to determine the seriousness 

o£ recidivism.  For example, Wolfgang et al. (1972) used the 

Sellin-Holfgang Index to measure the seriousness of offenses 

committed by repeat juvenile offenders. Williams (1979) used 

the index to measure the seriousness of recidivism among adult 

felons and misdemeanants in the District of Columbia. 

Other researchers have developed recidivism seriousness 

scales.  Moberg and Ericson (1972) used both the California 

Offense Scale and the Sellin-Wolfgang Index as models for 

developin9[ a weighted recidivism measure that they feel has 

universal applicability and circumvents the problems associated 

with making cross-jurisdictlonal comparisons of violations of 

criminal statutes. 

In a Canadian replication of the Hoberg and Ericson Scale, 

Gendreau and Leipciger (1979) note that although a large number 

of their sampled offenders recidivated, only a small proportion 

committed serious crimes, where seriousness was defined In 

terus of extended prison confinement for the commission of the 

offense.  The same kind of finding is noted by Cormier (1981) 

in a more recent replication of the Hoberg and Ericson Scale. 

Buchner et al. (1980) took a somewhat different approach to 

providing seriousness scores.  She and her colleagues reported 

that predictors of recidivism depended on the weights given to 

'future crimes. 
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The obvious advantage to scaling an offender's recidivist 

behavior is that the process helps determine the seriousness of 

the threat an offender poses to society.  There is little 

question that a prediction instrument that estimates whether an 

offender would commit future crimes of a given level of 

seriousness would be preferable to an instrument that indicates 

only that the offender is likely to recidivate. 

Despite the advantage of this refinement, we have not used 

seriousness scales in the present analysis.  One reason for 

this decision is pragmatic:  the FBI rap sheet data do not 

provide detail beyond the arrest charge that can be used to 

compute seriousness. A second reason is lacK of a theoretical 

basis for predicting crime seriousness.  K  third reason is 

that we doubt that an attempt to predict seriousness would be 

successful.  We reached this conclusion after examining a 

'switching matrix,' that is, a matrix that summarizes the type 

of future crime that an offender is likely to commit given the 

offense for which he was convicted in the past. We discuss 

this research next. 

C.  PATTERNS OF CRIME REPETITION 

Efforts to predict the severity of crimes committed by 

recidivists are impeded by the fact that most offenders fail to 

specialize in one type of crime.  Although law enforcement 

agencies and researchers have devoted much thought to typing 

criminals according to general categories of criminal behavior> 

Gibbons (1975) acknowledges that there is little empirical 

evidence to support the claim that offenders fall neatly into 
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distinct groups.  Hence, the burglar who always connits 

burglaries, or at least property crimes, may be atypical and 

the offender who commits an occasional burglary among other 

crimes more commonplace. This inability to classify offenders 

greatly reduces our ability to predict the seriousness of 

rearrests; that is, those offenders who do recidivate seem to 

commit a variety of offenses in an almost random pattern or, at 

best, show a mild tendency to repeat crimes of the same general 

nature. 

Those few investigators who have attempted to examine the 

crime patterns of repeat offenders offer studies with fairly 

consistent results.  For example, Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin 

(1972) report the following with respect to the types of future 

crimes repeat juvenile offenders are most likely to commit: 

The typical offender is most likely to commit a nonindex 
offense next, regardless of what he did in the past.  If he 
does not commit a nonindex offense type next, he is most 
likely to desist from further delinquency....With the 
exception of the moderate tendency to repeat the same type 
of offense, this pattern obtains regardless of the type of 
previous offense (p.189). 

Interestingly, the authors note that the type of future offense 

a youth commits is not even contingent on the number of 

offenses he has already committed.  That is, frequent offending 

does not necessarily denote serious offending, nor does offense 

seriousness necessarily Increase over time.  Furthermore, 

Figlio (1981) has demonstrated how quickly even the modest 

amount of patterning in recidivistic behavior disappears over 

time. 
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similarly, Blumstaln and Larson (1969) failed to find a 

strong tendency for offenders to consistently commit the same 

types of offenses.  Except for findings that gamblers and 

prostitutes tend to be rearrested for the same crime* Hllllams 

(19/9) found that adult offenders do not specialize In 

particular offenses. 

Two recent articles by Reld and Doyan (1981) report 

' somewhat different findings with respect to crime patterning. 

One article demonstrates that criminals can be grouped 

according to homogenous offense types where at least SO percent 

of the offenses that an offender commits are of a certain 

type. The authors show In the other study that the degree to 

which criminal behavior Is patterned as well as the nature of 

the patterning varies significantly between male and female and 

black and white offenders. 

Our own findings, using automated federal rap sheet data, 

show only a mild tendency for federal offenders to specialize 

in any given type of criminal behavior. He uncovered 

virturally no patterns using narrow categories such as robbery, 

burglary, and assault to define the offender's initial and 

subsequent offense; patterns were more pronounced when using 

the broad groups property, violent, drug, and other. 

Using rap sheet data for 9,205 offenders, we selected those 

who had at least two arrests prior to their Instant federal 

arrest.  This group contained 3,417 offenders and was used as 

the 'panel* for conducting a 'crime-switching* analysis.  For 

each offender, we examined rap sheet data to identify the two 
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Table II.1 
MOST RECENT ARREST TYPE TABULATED BY SECOND HOST RECENT ARREST 

TYPE FOR OFFENDERS HAVING AT LEAST TWO ARRESTS 
General Crime Categories 

(Calculated for 3,417 offenders) 

Subse- 
quent 
Arrest Violent 

Baseline 

Property 

Arrest 

Drugs Other 

Violent 31.2% 16.0% 13.1% 17.4% 

Property 33.9% 54.6% 30.9% 31.8% 

Drugs 11.7% 9.9% 37.5% 12.9% 

Other 23.2% 19.5% 18.5% 37.9% 

Total IOC.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number 669 1397 475 876 

Violent includes homicide, assault, robbery, sexual assault, 
and kidnapping. 

Property includes arson, burglary, larceny, auto theft, fraud, 
and forgery. 

Drugs includes both possession and sale. 
Other includes military, probation, parole, weapons, and all 

others. 

most recent arrests prior to the instant federal arrest.  Table 

II.1 presents the tabulations, grouped by major offense 

categories. 

Each row shows the most recent arrest of each group of 

offenders; columns identify the prior arrest. We see that 

those previously arrested for each offense type are most 

strongly represented in the most recent offense category. 

Reading horizontally, we also see that offenders previously 

arrested for violent crime are about twice as likely to be 

rearrested tor violent crime as those previously committing 

property, drug, or other offenses (31.2% as opposed to 16.0%, 

13.1%, and 17.4%, respectively).  Similarly, those previously 
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arrested for property offenses are nore likely to be rearrested 

Cor property offenses than are those who previously were 

arrested for other offenses.  Even so, mild tendencies are 

istrongly mitigated by the high incidence of crime switching and 
o 

nay be overstated because of peculiarities in the CCH data. 

We can view the crime switching matrix from a different 

perspective, which changes the focus from the relationship 

between the Instant and subsequent offense to the relationship 

between the Instant offense and any future crime. Assuming a 
q 

simple Markov process,  we can estimate the probability that 

any future arrest Is of a specific type.  Given that the 

Instant arrest was for a violent crime, and given a series of. 

subsequent rearrests, the probability chat the first rearrest 

is for a violent crime equals .31, the probability that the 

second rearrest is for a violent crime equals .21, and the 

probability that the third rearrest Is for a violent offense 

equals .19.  Given that the instant arrest was for a property 

crime, the probability that future rearrests are for crimes of 

violence equals .16, .18, and .19 for Clie first, second, and 

third rearrest, respectively.  Obviously, these probabilities 

converge after the first rearrest and this convergence implies 

that, over the long run, we cannot be very sure about the 

nature of an offender's future crimes given the nature of his 

present or Instant offense.  To further illustrate this point, 

the probability that the first, second, and third rearrests are 

for property crimes, given that the instant arrest was for a 

crime of violence, equals .34, .40, and .41, respectively.  If 
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tb« instant offense was for a property offense, the 

corresponding probabilities are .SS| .44, and .42; the 

covergence over tine is again evident.  Knowing that the 

offenders* current offense was for a property crln* or a 

violent crisie tells us very little about whether he will be 

concitting property crimes as opposed to crimes of violence in 

the long run. These findings lead us to believe that the most 

relevant research problem is to identify people who are the 

most likely to be rearrested, without identifying the nature of 

these rearrests beyond the fact that they were for serious 

natters. 

Another point to remember is that numerous minor offenses 

also occur, many for which arrests are not made and others for 

which F3I data are incomplete. We can only guess what impact 

the inclusion of these unobserved offenses would have on our 

analysis.  One can Imagine, however, the large number of petty 

property crimes, simple and aggravated assaults, and drug abuse 

incidents that might well enhance or detract from the detected 

patterns. 

While switching among these groups occurs, we gain some 

additional information by choosing to treat offenders as 

nembers of particular groups.  Subsequent analyses reveal that 

separate estimations of recidivism for different kinds of 

'in.'Jtant offenses* were statistically different from one 

anot-her.  Further, the more specific crime-switching matrix in 

t.ie a^pencix (Table A.2) allows us to be a bit more precise 

about the distribution of new arrests. 
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Even so, we continue to be cautious about these kinds of 

analyses. Even broadly defined, consistent with the Reld and 

Doyan results, very few of the offenders in this study could be 

classified as 'specialists* using the *S0 percent' guideline. 

Indeed, it would be quite risky to unalterably classify a given 

offender into one of the four crime groups based only on one 

offense. On the aggregate level, however, predicting the 

distribution of offenses coranitted by a large number of 

offenders is a bit more reliable. The results here indicate 

that we would be correct more often by using the crime 

switching matrix to predict the nature of the offender's next 

offense than by pure chance, even if only slightly more often. 

The rest of our analysis takes advantage of this mild 

tendency for federal offenders to repeat within the categories 

of property offenses, crimes against persons, drug offenses, 

and other offenses.  He have calculated a composite future 

offense for offenders in each of these groups.  For example, if 

an offender's instant arrest is for robbery, the probability 

that his next arrest will be for robbery may equal .15.  The 

probability that bis next arrest will be for burglary may be 

.1(1, and so on for other types of crimes. 
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NOTBS 

1. This conversion is straightforward.  Let P equal the 
probability that an offender will be arrested during his first 
year at risk; let P(l-P) equal the probability that he is 
arrested during the second year given that he is not arrested 
during the first, and so on. Assune that P renains constant 
over tine. . Assume also that, if an arrest occurs, it occurs on 
average at the end of nonth 6.  Then the expected value of the 
length of time that the offender will be free until his first 
arrest equals an infinite series with a solution 6'»'12(1-P)/P. 

2. We repeated the analysis using a two-year follow-up 
period.  This replication did not yield results that were 
substantlvely different, so the one-year follow-up period is 
probably representative. 

3. For a discussion of this approach, see Barton and 
Turnbull (1981) and Wltte and Schnidt (1979). 

4. AS we will note later, such calculations require the 
adoption of additional assumptions, such as the assunption that 
offenders continue to be arrested at the yearly rate of 12/1., 
where L equals the tine until first arrest.  Thus the 
calculations are not straightforward. 

5. The problem with estimating the prediction equation foe 
youthful offenders is that their prior arrests are often 
unreported, and the extent of this underreporting decreases 
with the offender's age because adult records are more likely 
to be reported than are juvenile records.  If we ignored this 
bias in the reporting of juvenile records and fit a regression 
anyway, the variable 'age* would stand in for the missing 
arrests.  It was to avoid this specification problem that we 
did not analyze recidivism for offenders who were less than 20 
years old. Moreover, the proportion of offenders in their 
teens is much smaller at the federal level than at the state or 
local level, so their elimination here does not pose a serious 
practical problem. 

6. Blumsteln and Cohen (1979) have presented evidence that 
different structural models describe the criminal behavior of 
offenders from different age cohorts.  If true, statistical 
analysis would require separate analyses by cohort. 

7. Seriousness is a societal judgment of a criminal act, 
not necessarily a factor that motivates an offender.  For 
instance, shooting a victim during a $25 robbery is more 
serious than a burglary that nets $200.  An offender who is 
motivated primarily by pecuniary gain would choose the latter 
offense, regardless of how he felt about injury to his victim. 
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(Tbla doas not bold for many juvenll* gang and patbologlcal 
offandaca, wbo ara aotivated partly by monay gain.) 

8. In a paraonal communication, Jaqualina Cohan baa 
pointad out that a aacond arrast sometimes follows an initial 
arr«st for the same crime when, for instance, prosecutors must 
refila a criminal case due to technical deficiencies in the 
original filing. These data peculiarities would causa 
consistency of arrests to be somewhat overstated. 

9. See Figlio (1981) for assumptions that undatlia these 
calculations. 
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III.  PREDICTING RECIDIVISM - 

During the past 50 yeara, cesaarchers have attempted to 

develop methods of effectively predicting recidivism. These 

efforts have used a host of techniques and have Identified 

numerous variables such as age, drug use, prior arrest and 

conviction history, and employment status as predictors. 

Findings have sometimes been Incorporated into public policy} 

for Instance, the U.S. Parole Commission guidelines are partly 

based on statistical analysis of recidivism among federal 

parolees. 

A review of past studies reveals that recidivism prediction 

is Imprecise.  It is possible to identify factors, such as past 

criminal records, that are correlated with recidivism; that is, 

offenders with long records are more likely to commit new 

offenses than are offenders with short records.  The problem is 

that the number of offenders who have a high recidivistlc 

potential, but who nevertheless fail to commit new offenses, is 

often quite high.  In statistical jargon, prediction may lead 

to 'false positives', that is, offenders who were expected to 

recidlvate but who actually were not rearrested. 

In a recent article, Monahan (1978) reviewed a host of 

efforts at predicting from a group of offenders which ones are 

likely to be violent recidivists.  In all cases, the percentage 

of false positives, those offenders who were considered to be 

d&ngerous but who nevertheless did not—during several years of 

observations—recidlvate as predicted, is disturbing. Of 
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those predicted to be dangerous, between S4 and 99 percent 

were false positives. 

Monahan's findings are sobering, and we sbould pause before 

using prediction equations to select habitual offenders (also 

see Wilkins, 1980). However, predicting future crines in 

general may be more accurate than predicting crimes of violence 

per se.  Indeed, Williams (1980) argued that the use of 

empirically based prediction equations can improve the 

selection of defendants to be subjected to special 

prosecution.  In this regard, it is worth noting Honahan's 

additional findings that predictions based on statistical 

analysis are an improvement over 'clinical* decision making 

(also see Heehl, 1954).  In selecting career criminals, a 

prosecutor ia likely to do a more accurate job if he 

complements his intuition with the use of statistical findings. 

A.  STATISTICAL TOOLS 

The most sophisticated studies of recidivism have employed 

nultivariate tools of analysis, especially regression 

analysis. Regression analysis has great appeal because it 

allows the researcher to examine the iepact that a single 

variable, such as past record, has on recidivism, holding 

constant the impact of other variables. 

As an illustration, a researcher might be interested in 

answering the question of whether recidivism increases with the 

number of prior arrests for serious crimes.  In answering this 

question. It is useful to control for the fact that some 

offenders have drug histories while others do not. Otherwise, 
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offenders with lengthy records may also frequently have drug 

histories, and any correlation between 'arrests* and 'future 

crimes' may be a result of the fact that the drug history 

klone accounts for future criminal activity.  Multlvariata 

analysis helps to avoid such spurious interpretations. 

Using the CCH data, we employed a multivariate tool to 

estimate the probability of rearrest.  The general form of the- 

resulting formula can be written: 

P - G(X1 ... Xm) 

where P is the probability that an offender will commit a crime 

in a given year and G indicates that this probability is a 

function of XI through Xm, with XI through Xm representing 

variables describing the offender's past criminal history. . 

He also adopted a multivariate tool to predict the length 

of time that an offender will be free prior to rearrest for a 

'serious offense.  This tool was used on the probation/parole 

data. The general form of the resulting formula can be written: 

L - P(X1, X2  Xn) 

wbe.-e L is the average length of time until recidivism, F 

denotes that L is a function of Xl through Xn, and XI through 

Xn are variables that describe the offender and his offense. 

Typical descriptive variables that entered into the analysis 

included the offenders' criminal records, their drug histories, 

and background variables such as age, employment, marital 

status, and living arrangements. 
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Onc« these equations are determined, it is possible to say 

that, on average, offenders with characteristics XI through Xn 

will recidivate after L months.  Some offenders with these 

characteristics will, of course, recidivate after a shorter 

time and some after a longer time or liot at all.  But as a 

group, offenders with characteristics XI through Xn recidivate 

on average after L months from the date of release. 

Given this prediction, it is possible to estimate the 

number of times per year an offender with characteristics XI 

through Xn would be arrested if he were free to commit crimes. 

It  the offender averages an arrest every L months, then over 

the course of a year we would expect him to be arrested 12/1. 

times. Of course, this estimate holds only while the offender 

is 'at risk,* that is, not incarcerated, and the estimates are 

only averages.  The estimates do, however, provide at least a 

rough idea of recidivism, provided we do not attempt to extend 

them to specific subgroups of offenders or too far into the 

future. 

Our goal is to assess the number and types of crimes 

committed by these habitual offenders. The recidivism analysis 

does not reveal crime rates, since it is limited to cearrests, 

so we have to make use of other information in order to draw 

inferences about future crime. 

First, the crime-switching matrix tabulations presented 

earlier in this report (Table II.1) provide information about 

the types ot offenses for which an offender will be rearrested, 

given that he Is rearrested.  From a more detailed form of this 
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tablet, we can calculate the conditional probability that if an 

offender la rearrested it will be for a specific crine. For 

example, if the probability of being arrested next for a 

burglary is .15 and is .10 for a robbery and so on, then of 100 

future arrests, about 15 would be for a burglary and 10 would 

be for a robbery. Using the crime-switching matrix, we can 

assess not only the future incidence of crimes, but also the 

types of offenses. 

Still missing from our analysis is an estimate of the 

nuipher of offenses that are committed per arrest.  If we had 

this figure, we would be able to provide at least a rough 

measure of the number of crimes committed by career criminals. 

Blumstein and Cohen (1979), Bqland (1980), and Peterson et 

al. (1978) provide estimates of crime rates per arrest that are 

specific to the type of offense for which an offender is 

arrested. Blumstein and Cohen's estimates were derived from 

aggregate data on arrests and reported crimes, adjusting for 

reporting rates, the number of arrestees per arrest, and so 

on. Boland's estimates were derived from interviews with 

incarcerated federal offenders and from federal rap sheets. 

The estimates provided by Peterson were derived from 

self-reports by California offenders. As Boland notes, the 

estimates were remarkably similar even though they were derived 

from different data bases and were computed using different 

methodologies. The comparability of these findings causes us 

to attach considerable credibility to the results. Table 

Ill.l. shows these crime rates per arrest. 
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Table III.l 
ESTIMATED ARREST RATES BY OFFENSE TYPE 

FREQUENCY OF ARREST FOR OFFENSES COMMITTED 

Offense Arrests Per 

Homicide/Assault 11.1 
Rape/Kidnapping 11.1 
Robbery 
Arson 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Auto Theft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Drugs 
Probation 
Weapons 
Other 

Using the estimates of crime rates per arrest, it is 

possible to estimate the amount of crime that is being 

committed by persons who are labeled 'career criminals' or 

'habitual offenders.* These figures are reported in the body 

of this report. 

B.  ACCURACY OF THE ESTIMATES 

Before presenting the results of our calculations, we want 

to distinguish our findings on two levels, micro and macro. On 

a micro level, the findings are used to assess how many 

rearrests will occur for a specific offender, what types of 

crimes these arrests will be for, and the number and type of 

offenses committed by this offender. On a macro level, we 

attempt to assess—for a group of offenders with common 

characteristics—how many rearrests will occur, the types of 

crimes that these arrests will be for, and the number of 

offenses that these offenders will actually commit. 
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It is Impoctant to make these micro and macro 

distinctions. The macro-level assessments may be the most 

important for judging the effectiveness of a career criminal 

program.  At this macro level, we can provide an assessment of 

the number and types of crimes that can be prevented by a 

career criminal program. While the estimates of crime 

reduction will not be precise, they will obviously be better 

than none at all and will likely be accurate to within an order 

of magnitude. 

Concerns are different for the micro-level analysis, a 

point that brings us back to the problem identified by Honahan, 

that is, that there could be a fair number of false positives. 

Standards other than crime reduction and cost come into play in 

judging how accurate a prediction instrument must be to satisfy 

concerns with distributional equity (Dnderwood, 1979, and von 

Uirsch, 1972) and go well beyond the scope of this study. He 

will take special care, however, to convey the accuracy of ouc 

predictions with illustrations In the sections that follow. 

NOTES 

1.  Eventually offenders will cease committing crimes, for 
reasons that are not well understood.  Projecting arrest rates 
too far into the future would ignore the fact that offenders 
drop out of the pool of active criminals.  On this point, see 
Blumstein and Cohen (1979). 
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IV.  FINDINGS 

Using the techniques described in the technical appendix, 

we attempted to determine the relationship between known 

elements of offenders' backgrounds (personal and criminal) and 

the likelihood that those offenders would conunit future crimes. 

This exercise in predicting criminal behavior was 

problematic. He can only guess about the amount of crime that 

a particular offender commits by looking at the number of times 

be has been caught or arrested and then make some assumptions 

about bis probability of being caught.  There are,, of course, 

difficulties with this method, but in the absence of perfect 

self-reporting it represents the best approach we have for 

obtaining crime estimates.  Even ^o, for the moment we will 

assume nothing about the probability of being caught and will 

treat only the number and type of past arrests as a barometer 

of past criminal activity and only future arrests as indicators 

of recidivism.  For reasons discussed earlier, no attempt 

was made to scale these arrests to reflect the seriousness of 

illegal behavior. 

In this analysis, we used two different techniques to 

predict recidivism; each technique was applied to a data base 

for which it was best suited.  First, we estimated the 

probability that an offender with characteristics XI through Xm 

would be arrested during a year that he was 'on the street.* 

Second, we estimated the length of time that an offender with 

characteristics XI through Xn would be on the street until his 
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first arrest.  Findings are summarized In the following two 

sections; a technical appendix provides analytical detail. 

A.  ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF REAKREST 

We employed the first technique to develop an index of the 

likelihood .that an offender would recidlvate within a one-year 

period.  This index was seen to be a function of the offender's 

behavior in the period immediately prior to this one-year 

observation period.  Oslng CCH data for 9,205 offenders, we 

estimated the relationship between rearrest (as a dependent 

variable] and prior arrest and correctional time served (as 

explanatory variables).  Age, sex, and race were also 

;considered as explanatory variables, but sex and race were not 

significant predictors and were dropped from the analysis 

reported here. 

This analysis was intended to develop a formula by which 

prior arrests, which resulted in various charges and occurred 

at different points in time, could be summarized in a single 

index. We felt that It was Important to build a summary index 

using the CCH files, since it was impractical for statistical 

reasons to use a large number of past record variables in the 

analyses on the smaller'probation/parole data base, we then 

used this estimated relationship from the large sample of CCB 

offenders to calculate an index of the probability of rearrest 

for the offenders in the probation/parole records. 

In developing this index, we were especially interested in 

answering four questions: (1) Should the type of prior arrest 

matter when predicting recidivism, and If so, how much weight 
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should be given to different types of offenses?  (2) Should 

arrests be discounted according to how far in the past they 

occurred, and if so, by what anount?  (3) Should past 

Correctional treatment be taken Into account when predicting 

recidivism; if yes, how nuch weight should be given to this 

factor?  (4) How does age natter when analyzing recidivism? 

This analysis led to the following findings: 

. Past arrests are positively correlated with the 
probability that an offender will recidivate within a 
one-year observation period. 

- There is a monotonic decrease over a five-year period 
in the usefulness of prior arrests as predictors of 
recidivism.  For example, an arrest that occurred in 
1981 Increases the likelihood of recidivism during 
1982 by .08, but an arrest that occurred in 1976 
increases the probability by about .01, while an 
arrest earlier than 1976 has an insignificant intact 
on the likelihood of recidivism. 

- Violent crimes and drug offenses are about equally 
useful in predicting future arrests, with arrests for 
crimes against property being slightly less useful. 
'Other crimes' are less useful as predictors.  With 
regard to an arrest in 1981, the probability of an 
arrest in 1982 increases by .08 for a crime of 
violence.  For other types of offenses, the increases 
in the probability are as follows:  property .07; 
drugs .08; and other offenses .03. 

Offenders who served prior prison terms were more likely 
to recidivate.  The probability of recidivism Increases 
with the total length of those prior terms.  The 
significance of prior prison terms as predictors did not 
seem to diminish over time. The probability of being 
rearrested increases by about .002 per month of tine 
served. 

The likelihood of recidivism decreases with age; that 
is, older offenders are less likely to recidivate than 
are younger offenders.  Holding other factors constant, 
offenders who are 40 years old have a probability of 
recldivatlng that is about .08 lower than offenders who 
are 20 years old. 

The interpretation given to prior criminal records, and 
the subsequent relationship between criminal records and 
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- recidivlsin, appears to depend on the offender's age at 
the time of the instant arrest, although the effect does 
not seem to be great or systematic. 

The exact magnitude of these effects is reported In the 

technical appendix. 

B.  PREDICTORS OF THE LENGTH OP TIME FREE PRIOR TO REARREST 

The second technique estimated the length of time required 

for a rearrest to occur once the offender is returned to the 

•creet. That is, given their release from federal custody, we 

examined offenders' major arrest records during the subsequent 

five years, we looked at the relationship between prior record 

(as measured by the 'index" described above and prior 

incarcerations), offender characteristics, and the offense for 

which the federal sentence had been Imposed. 

As we conducted the analysis, we examined a number of 

factors found by other researchers to be related to 

recidivism. Those factors considered were:  sex; race; age; 

marital status; employment status; post-release living 

arrangements; military dishonorable discharges (if any); 

previous use of aliases; the number of times the offender had 

been sentenced to probation; whether the offender had ever had 

probation revoked; mental health institutionalization; use of 

alcohol, soft drugs, and hard drugs; whether the current 

offense included the use of a gun, assault, or accomplices; the 

dollar value of the crime; the age of the defendant at his 

first arrest, conviction, sentencing, and incarceration (as 

applicable); the longest sentence ever served by the defendant; 

the number of times the offender had been incarcerated; and the 
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number of times the offender had been convicted for each of 16 

types of crime.  Information was also retained on the current 

offense type (22 crime categories). 

Initial tests showed that a number of factors were 

correlated with recidivism.  However, many effects appeared to 

be spurious. For example> in very simple tests marital status 

and employment were correlated with recidivism.  Those factors 

are also related to the offender's age. When controlling for 

age, the measured effects attributed to marital status and 

employment became nonsystematic or insignificant. Thus, we 

used statistical findings and our judgment to choose a 

parsimonious set of predictor variables. These included the 

following:  'Index* (as estimated in the analysis described in 

the previous section); the longest prison sentence served; 

number of previous nonprison sentences; heavy use of alcohol; 

use of soft drugs; use of heroin; age at first arrest; time 

between first arrest and the instant federal arrest, coded zero 

if the instant arrest was the first arrest; and post-release 

living arrangements. 

Vests were performed in which the data were alternately 

grouped by age and instant offense.  The reason for these tests 

was to determine whether we needed to develop recidivism 

prediction instruments that were age- and offense-specific. 

Because of the finding of age specificity in the earlier 

analysis and the finding that offenders show some tendency to 

specialize within broad generic offense types, these tests 

seemed essential. 
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Age groupings did not yield significantly different 

results. We concluded, therefore, that age-specific formulas 

need not be developed.  Testing for structural differences 

across crime types, we found that the four general crlne 

categories identified in the crime-switching exercise did yield 

significantly different formulas for recidivism, although the 

differences appeared to be modest.  Because these latter 

differences were slight, we decided to fit a regression 

equation that included the nine variables listed above, as well 

as Individual variables denoting that the instant offense was a 

property, violent, drug, or 'other* offense.  In the rest of 

this paper, attention is focused on this final regression 

equation. 

A summary follows of these findings (which ace reported in 

more detail in the technical appendix): 

. On average, offenders who live alone are rearrested 
somewhat sooner than offenders who live with others. 
Living alone increases the probability of rearrest 
within 5 years by about .04. 

Use of drugs other than heroin has no significant effect 
on the amount of time to recidivism.  In contrast, 
offenders with a history of heroin use have a tendency 
to recidivate sooner than those who do not.  Of the 
recidivists (i.e., those offenders who had been arrested 
prior to the-expiration of 60 months), 21 percent used 
heroin, compared with 9 percent of the nonrecidivists 
(i.e., no rearrests prior to the end of 60 months). 
There is some evidence that heavy use of alcohol is an 
indicator of future crime.  In total, 39 percent of the 
recidivists used alcohol heavily, compared with 31 
percent of the nonrecidivists. 

Those offenders whose first arrest occurred at an early 
age ace more likely to recidivate than those whose 
criminal activity began later.  The average starting age 
foe a recidivist was 20; for a nonrecidivist, it was 25. 
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Controlling for the age at flcst arrest, the length of 
the criminal's career shows a correlation with 
recidivisn~the longer the period of active criminality, 
the longer it appears to take for the offender to 
recidivate.  However, this finding is deceptive and does 
not imply that offenders with short careers are more 
criminally active than offenders with long careers. 
Given a group of offenders with the same starting age, 
the longer the activity, the greater the present age of 
the .offender; it has been shown previously, and is 
supported here, that recidivism decreases with age. K 
different formulation of the prediction equation shows 
that, holding constant the offender's current age, 
offenders with long careers recidivate somewhat 
sooner.   In fact, at the time of the instant (not the 
follow-up) federal arrest, a recidivist had been engaged 
in crime for 11 years, on average; a nonrecidivist had a 
prior record extending an average of about 9 years. 

Offenders who previously served long sentences for any 
single offense tend to be more recidivistic than those 
without long prison sentences on their records. 
Counting offenders with no prior prison terms in the 
calculations, recidivists had served prior sentences of 
14 months, on average, and nonrecidivists only 3 months. 

On average, recidivism increases with the number of 
nonprison sentences.  Recidivists had served an average 
of 3 prior nonprison sentences, compared with an average 
of 1.8 prior nonprison terms for nonrecidivists. 

Holding constant all other factors, the nature of the 
federal offense does not seem to influence the length of 
time until rearrest, unless the federal offense was 
classified as "other,* in which case the offenders 
lasted an average of 18 additional months without a 
rearrest. 

The index of prior record was a statistically 
significant predictor of recidivism.  On average, 
recidivists had values of the index equal to .25, while - 
nonrecidivists had the index values equal to .19. 
Still, the effect of the index was not as strong as 
might have been anticipated from the results of the 
prior analysis. 

We must address two questions:  (1) Why was a variable as 

theoretically important as the prior record index only 

marginally significant when we used the probation/parole data, 

in contrast to the conclusions drawn using the CCH data? 
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(2) Does this finding of marginal significance imply that prior 

arrests should be ignored by a career criminal program or, 

rather, that factors other than prior arrests should be 

emphasized? 

Regarding the first question, there are two explanations, 

other than the irrelevance of prior arrests to future criminal 

conduct, that may account for these findings.  The first 

explanation is statistical.  The variable 'index' is highly 

correlated with other explanatory variables 

(multicollinearity).  What this means is that the profile of 

an offender who is likely to recidivate frequently reveals most 

of the negative attributes that seem to contribute toward 

preiicting recidivism. Typically^ he has a history of recent 

arrests for serious crimes, has served prior prison sentences, 

and uses heroin.  Because all these negative attributes occur 

simultaneously for many recidivists, it is difficult to 

distinguish the importance of any one attribute.  This may in 

part explain why 'index' seems to have somewhat less importance 

than night be anticipated based on our earlier analysis. 

While the first explanation is statistical, a second 

explanation is theoretical.  Recall our earlier findings, based 

on CCH data, that the effect of a prior arrest diminished 

sharply over rime.  Our present data, the probation/parole 

data, include many offenders whose criminal careers are dated; 

the last time they were on the street may have been several 
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years ago.  It is difficult to adjust the index variable to 
A 

take this lag into account. 

To illustrate, a prosecutor has information about an 

offender's criminal behavior over periods Tl through TS and 

wants to predict criminal behavior over, say, a five-year 

period between S6 and TIO. Our data, however, typically 

describe criminal behavior over the time periods T9 through T13 

(assuming three-year prison terms). Therefore, we cannot use 

the probation/parole data to precisely measure the relationship, 

of greatest interest to a prosecutor? this restriction on the 

statistical analysis, in conjunction with the problem 

introduced by multicollinearity, may account for the small 

relationship between index and recidivism. 

This answer to the question 'Why was the prior record index 

only marginally significant in the analysis?* causes us to 

answer the second question, 'Should prior arrests records be 

deemphasized in selecting career criminals?*, in the negative. 

On the contrary, the strong finding based on analysis of the 

CCH data leads us to recommend that prior arrest records, or 

alternatively conviction histories, be an integral ingredient 

of any selection strategy, and the results from the CCE 

analysis provide some insight into 'how much* a past record 

should matter. The marginal effect here is more indicative of 

problems inherent in the data.  When applied to a data set with 

fewer problems, i.e., CCH, the effect is much stronger. 
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1. There does exist here an opportunity to effectively 
increase or decrease the relative importance of an individual's 
criininal record by assuming certain multipliers.  For instance, 
for every robbery for which an arrest is made, assume that 2 
actually occurred; 5 larcenies for each larceny arrest, etc. 
The problem with applying those weights, however, is that they 
arbitrarily attribute var'iation to Individuals that properly 
belong to groups.  The correct approach is to divide offender 
subject populations into crime groups in order that group 
differences may be taken into account. 

2. Let Al equal the age at first arrest and A2 the age at 
the instant arrest; then the length of the criminal career 
equals A2-A1.  The regression results show that the length of 
time until rearrest equals -t-LllAl ••• 0.88(A2-Al).  By 
rearranging terms, we can rewrite the expression as 
-.23(A2-A1) •«'1.11A2.  In this latter formulation, it appears 
that the length of the criminal career increases the rate of 
recidivism, but only when the offender's present age is held 
constant.  Note that it is possible to write the results as 
•)-.23Al 'f.88A2, which says that holding constant the offender's 
current age, offenders who started their criminal careers 
earlier in life are more likely to recidivate.  Holding 
constant the starting age, the older the Qffender the less 
likely he is to recidivate. 

3. According to statistical theory (Johnson, 1973, pp. 
159-168), multicollinearity reduces the likelihood that the 
index variable will be found to be statistically significant. 

4. We attempted to fit the model for probationers alone, 
but this subset of offenders has very little variation in the 
variable 'index* due to prevailing practices of sentencing 
offenders with prior criminal records to prison (Rhodes and 
Conly, 1981). We also employed interaction terms, but these 
terms could not overcome the basic problem that, for much of 
our sample, there are prolonged periods immediately prior to 
tUe follow-up period during which offenders are unable to 
demonstrate whether they have modified their tendency toward 
committing crimes.  There appears to be no good way of 
overcoming this lack of information using the present data base. 
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V.  BXTENBING AHD APPLYINti THE RBSOLTS: 

A SIMULATION EXERCISE 

To this point, w« hav« provided equations that predict the 

length of time between arrests for serious crimes.  By naklng 

sone additional assumptions, we can extend these findings to 

preJict future crime.  These assumptions are explicated and the 

extensions made In this section. 

To begin, we extend the prediction equations to account for 

the number of arrests that occur over a five-year period. This 

extension requires two assumptions:  that offenders will 

continue to offend at a constant rate over this period and that 

tbey will not be Incarcerated.  To the extent that these 

assumptions are violated, our caloulations misstate the number 

of future arrests. We do not expect these biases to be great, 

however, as few arrests result in long prison sentences and the 

rate of offending is unlikely to decrease greatly over a 

five-year period.^ Horaover, we are considering the amounts 

of crime committed over a hypothetical five-year period only as 

a bench-mark, not necessarily as an empirical reality. 

Having made these assumptions, we can write the expected number 

of arrests over a five-year period as A • 60/L, where L (the 

expected length of time until recidivism) equals P(Xl...Xn). 

Next, a switching matrix can be used to anticipate the types of 

charges for which these arrests would be made, presuming that 

the switchitig matrix remains invariant over time (statistical 

tests revealed no great changes).  Let Plj represent the 

probability that, if an instant arrest was for crime type i, 
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the first follow-up offense would be for criae type j. The 

pcobabilicy that the second follow-up offense would be for 

crime type k is Pij tines Pjk, and so on. 

The above calculations provide a measure of the expected 

number of arrests, by offense type, that are anticipated for 

offenders with characteristics XI through Xn. Finally, to 

convert these arrests into offenses, we assume that the number 

of offenses per arrest remains constant over the five-year 

period and that these arrest rates are equal to those that were 

provided in Table lll.l. 

The results uf these calculations can be used to estimate 

the amount of crime committed by an offender with background 

characteristics XI...Xn.  We make these calculations next 

and use them in proposing selection criteria for a career 

criminal program. * 

A.  DECISION RULES FOR SELECTING CAREER CRIMINALS 

The statistical results reported above provide mathematical 

formulas that predict recidivism, based on factors known about 

an offender at the tine that his case is reviewed, at the tine 

it is prosecuted, and at sentencing.  If U.S. Attorney policy 

is at least partly predicated on the objective of reducing 

street crime, the formulas provide some guidance in selecting 

offenders for special handling at the points of screening, case 

preparation, and allocution. 

However, in their present form the mathematical 

formulations are not very useful.  For one thing, they are 

complicated and difficult to compute. For another, they 
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fail to provide a clear cutoff point that distinguishes a 

career criminal from a nonbabitual offender.  Finally, recall 

that these data are not Ideally suited to answering the 

question at hand; we propose to adjust oui inferences 

accordingly. 

In order to overcome these problems, we provide in this 

section some heuristic or demonstration guidelines, that are 

consistent with the statistical analysis.  Guidelines that are 

actually adopted may differ from these heuristic guidelines in 

three ways.  First, the guidelines might be modified in order 

to xabel more or fewer federal offenders as 'habitual* than are 

so labeled by these demonstration standards.  Second, it nay 

suit policy purposes to modify the selection criteria, even 

though predictive accuracy may, thereby, be somewhat reduced. 

Third, guidelines may vary across D.S. Attorney offices In 

order to take Into account differences in needs and resources. 

We return to these modifications later.  In the following 

section, and later in this report, we estimate the impact 

that the guidelines might have on the prosecution and control 

of street crime.  The purpose of this exercise is not so much 

to provide actual guidelines as it is to suggest a simulation 

procedure by which the statistical analysis might lend Itself 

to guideline development and assessment by policy makers. 

We proceed in the following fashion:  First, a career 

criminal is identified as an offender whose past record 

indicates that he belongs to a group of offenders who, on 

average, would be expected to recidivate within 40 months; that 
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i»,   the probability is at least .50 that th« offender will 

recidivate within 40 months.  According to our statistical 

analysis, the probability is .85 that an offender so identified 

will be rearrested at least once within the five year period. 

Choice of this 40-Bonth period is arbitrary, and a policy maker 

nay want to substitute bis own criteria. Once this criteria is 

specified, the question is: What attributes must an offender 

possess to cause us to predict bis recidivism as at least SO 

percent likely within 40 months? 

Drawing on the findings reported in the appendix, we 

assigned 'points* to each aspect of an offender's background 

that pointed toward his recidivism.  These points approximate 

the weights that were determined from the statistical analysis, 

but they are simplified to facilitate manual computations. 

Once an offender accumulates a sufficient'number of points, be 

Is identified as a career criminal, since we predict that he 

will recidivate within 40 months. 

The proposed point scale is provided in Table V.l.  Note 

that 47 points are needed to predict that an offender will 

probably recidivate within 40 months. To Illustrate the use of 

this scale, suppose a 28-year-old offender is arrested for 

robbery.  During the last five years he has had two other 

arrests, both for burglary.  He has served a prior two-year 

sentence and, in addition, has received two earlier probation 

sentences. He tested positive for heroin, although there was 

no known history of alcohol abuse.  His first known arrest was 

at age 20. 
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Table V.l 
PROPOSED POINT SCORES FOR SELECTING CAREER CRIMINALS 

Variable Points  

Heavy use of alcohol 4 5 

Heroin Ose 't-lO 

Age at tine of Instant arrest 
Less than 22       ^ +21 
23-27 +X4 
28-32 +7 
33-37 0 
38-42                         . - 7 
43-t- -14 

Length of criminal career 
0-5 years 0 
6-10 1 

11-15 2 
16-20 3 
21+ 4 

Arrests during last five years 
Crimes of violence         . 4 per arrest 
Crimes against property 3 per arrest 
Sale of drugs 4 per arrest 
Other offenses 2 per arrest 

Longest time served, single tens 
1-b months 4 
6-12 9 

13-24 la 
25-36 27 
37-48 36 
49-f 4S 

Number probation sentences 1,5 per sentence 

Instant offense was crime of violence* 7 

Instant offense was crime labeled 'other*** -18 

47 points: 
Critical Value to Label an Offender 

As a Career Criminal 

'Violent crimes include homicide, assault, robbery, sexual 
assault and kidnapping. 

**Other crimes include military violations, probation, parole, 
weapons and all others except arson, burglary, larceny, auto 
theft, fraud, forgery, drug sales or possession, and violent 
crimes. 
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This offender receives 10 points for the use of heroin. 

Due to his age, he receives an additional 7 points, and because 

his criminal career spans 8 years, an extra point.  His two 

prior arrests for burglary and his instant arrest for robbery 

yield 10 more points, we add 7 more points because the 

instance offense was violent.  Two years served in prison are 

worth 18 points; two prior probation terms net an additional 3. 

This hypothetical offender has a total point score of 10 + 

7+1 +10 +7+18+3-56.  He would qualify for a career 

criminal program, since his score exceeds the critical value. 

B.  USING ARREST RECORDS vs. CONVICTION HISTORIES 

The proposed point scores for selecting career criminals 

may be problematic because it used past arrests as a criterion> 

whether or not these past arrests resulted in convictions. 

Although prosecutors frequently consider prior arrests during 

case screening, this practice may be objectionable in the view 

of jome critics. Furthermore, it may be inappropriate to 

extend to written declination policies and legislation the 

broad discretionary powers generally granted to prosecutors in 

selecting cases for prosecution. Criteria for selecting career 

criminals that rely on convictions rather than arrests are in 

order, despite the fact that they may produce a higher rate of 

errors when selecting habitual offenders. 

Unfortunately, the data available to this study did not 

provide accurate conviction histories; thus, it was impossible 

to directly predict the relationship between past convictions 

and future crime, we propose an ad hoc procedure for 
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converting the weights provided by Table V.l into corresponding 

weights that pertain to convictions instead of arrests. 

According to a recent study by Brosi (1979), conviction 

probabilities for felony and gross misdemeanor arrests ranged 

between 21 and 62 percent in five courts.  These figures do not 

include convictions following case referrals for non-felony 

charges.  If we assume for purposes of illustration that 

approximately 1 of every 2 arrests for serious matters result* 

in a conviction, we might double the scores assigned to 

'arrests during the last five years' and count only arrests 

that result in convictions when selecting career criminals. 

Thereby, a past conviction for a crime of violence would be 

'worth* 8 points, a past conviction for a property crime would 

be 'worth* 6 points, and so on.  A total of 47 points would 

still label an offender as being habitual. 

Brosl's findings reveal considerable variation in the rates 

at which arrests lead to convictions.  Consequently, It seems 

reasonable that the points assigned to convictions would also 

vary across n.S. Attorney Offices.  It might also be 

anticipated that conviction rates would vary by generic offense 

types; if so, the points assigned to convictions could be 

adjusted to take into account these additional variations.  Our 

intent is not to actually provide these calculations, but 

simply to indicate that they can be made and that the proposed 

point score need not be dismissed simply because it was derived 

from arrest rather than conviction histories. 
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W* repeat, this conversion froa a point scale based on 

arrests to a point scale based on convictions is ad hoc, but we 

do not anticipate that it will greatly change the accuracy of 

the prediction equation.  This conclusion follows froa an 

assuaed close correspondence between arrests and convictions, 

so that inflating the weights siaply recognizes this 

correspondence and aakes appropriate modifications for the 

differences in accounting units. 

C.  IMPACT OP THE PROTOTYPICAL DECISION RULES 

As was Stated earlier, the success of a career criminal 

program binges on fulfillment of at least two conditions. 

First, it must be possible to distinguish career criminals froa 

nonhabitual offenders. Second, career criminals thus 

distinguished must commit a sufficient number of crimes to make 

their special handling worthwhile.  In this section, we attempt 

to judge whether the selection criteria proposed above identify 

a group of offenders who seem to account for a disproportionate 

amount of crime. 

In making this judgment, we examined the probation/parole 

data and separated the offenders in those data into two 

grcups.  The first group consisted of offenders who satisfied 

the proposed selection criteria and the second group of those 

who did not.  Having made these groupings, we used the 

statistical results to assess the number of crimes that the two 

groups would commit if they were allowed to remain on the 

street for five years following their federal arrests. 
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W* conducted this exercise twice.  In order to simplify the 

selection criteria, we developed rules that only approximately 

identify offenders who would recidlvate within 40 months.  It 

is, of course, possible to select • group of recidivists using 

an exact rule', based entirely on the statistical findings. 

Contrasting the results o-f applying the approximate selection 

criteria against the exact rule aids la judging how good an 

approximation is provided by the above selection criteria. 

Thus, we present both estimates in Tables V.2 and V.3. 

Out of 1,708 offenders who were Included in the 

probation/parole data base, the selection rules identified 200 

offenders as career criminals by exact rule and 191 offenders 

by approximate rule. 

For how much crime are career criminals and noncareer 

criminals responsible? Using the formula for measuring 

recidivism, noncareer criminals were estimated to commit an 

average of 19 (20 by approximate rule) serious non-drug related 

offenses over a five-year period.  By comparison, career 

criminals seem to engage in much more crime. The average 

number of serious offenses conmitted over a five-year period is 

89S (892 by approximate rule), of which 703 are drug related 

and 192 are non-drug related.  It appears that the above rules 

distinguish between career and nonhabitual offenders and that 

the former group is responsible for many more offenses than the 

latter group. 

We have made some estimates of the types of crime that 

career criminals would commit if they were to remain in the 
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conununlty for a five-year period. Although our estimates are 

crude, they indicate that on average a career criminal is 

responsible for the following crimes:  violent crime, including 

homicide and aggravated assaults (9); other crimes against 

persons including rape (1); robbery (8); arson (6); burglary 

(18); larceny (68)> auto theft (9); forgery (9); fraud (10); 

drugs (703); probation/parole violation (14); weapons (6); and 

other (34). 

Of course the above breakdown represents a composite 

picture; no one offender is likely to commit all these types of 

offenses. Additionally, we had no good multiplier for arson, 

so the estimate for arson is suspect, as is the estimate for 

probation/parole violations, an arrest type that actually 

represents many different types of offenses. Despite these 

limitations, the estimates appear reasonable given prior 

research findings about the rate at which criminals commit 

crimes. 

Another way to state these estimates is that the 200 career 

criminals in our sample would, if they were to remain on the 

street for five years, commit 179,000 crimes, including the 

following:  1,854 violent crimes, 179 other crimes against 

persons, 1,581 robberies, 1,232 arsons, 3,569 burglaries, 

13,635 larcenies, 1,754 auto thefts, 1,779 forgeries, 1,903 

frauds, 140,677 drug violations, 1,104 weapon violations, and 

8,885 other offenses, including probation and parole violations. 

It is worth repeating the caveat that these estimates are 

unlikely to be highly accurate.  Nevertheless, even if they are 

considered to be rough estimates, they seem to lead to two 
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conclusion*: guidelines can be developed to distinguish career 

crlninals from other offenders for whom crime is more 

occasional and sporadic; and the number of serious crimes 

committed by career criminals would seem to justify their 

special handling. 

Earlier in this report, we identified a concern with false 

positives:  persons who were predicted to recldlvate but who 

did not.  Osing the above decision-making rules, how frequently 

would we err in selecting as career criminals offenders who did 

not, in fact, recldlvate? 

The rules seem to do a good job in avoiding false 

positives. When the exact rule was applied, only 15 percent of 

the career criminals failed to be arrested for a serious crime 

over the five-year follow-up period. Almost half were 

rearrested by the end of the first year, another 20 percent 

were rearrested by the end of the second year, and 11 percent 

more were rearrested by the end of the third year.  In 

contrast, two of every three non-career criminals avoided 

arrest over the entire five-year period. Of those noncareer 

criminals who were rearrested, 40 percent were arrested during 

the first year, another 27 percent in the second year, and 32 

percent during the next three years. 

Statistical theory causes us to believe that the above 

figures somewhat overstate the formula's predictive ability due 

to 'shrinkage* (Kerlinger and Pedheuzer, 1973), but we do not 

anticipate the bias to be so great as to invalidate an 

important conclusion:  The selection criteria proposed above 
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sometimes err in identifying offenders who will recldivate, but 

the risk of false positives does not appear to be so great as 

to discredit the attempt to label a subset of offenders as 

habitual, or career, criminals. 
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NOTES- 

1. In an analysis of the length of criminal careers, 
Michael Green, in a doctoral dissertation ('The Incapacitatlve 
Kffect of Imprisonment Policies on Crime, 'Carnegie-Mellon 
University, April 1977, unpublished), reported a good fit for 
exponentially distributed career lengths with means of about 12 
years. This finding implies that two out of three active 
offenders will still be active 5 years in the future. 
(Reported by Blumstein and Cohen, 1979, p. 563.) 

2. In terms of matrix algebra, let Al represent a vector 
of the expected number of arrests for offense types al through 
an, let P represent a crime switching matrix and let AO 
represent a vector with one element equal to 1 to represent the 
Instant offense, and with all of the other elements set equal 
to zero.  Then Al > P*AO, where * denotes multiplication. 
Similarly, A2 - P*P*AO -P**2*A0, where •• denotes 
exponentiation.  By extension. An > P**n*AO.  For a discussion 
of Markov chains used in this context, see Plglio (1981). 

3. Let R represent a vector of offense rates per arrest 
and let 01 represent a vector of offenses associated with the 
first arrest.  Theii 01 - R*A1 - R*P*AO.  Likewise, On • R*An - 
R*P«*n*AO. 

4. A problem arises concerning how to deal with partial 
time periods. To Illustrate, if the offender recldlvates after 
40 months, over a 60-month period the expected value of the 
number of arrests equals 60/40 • 1.5. To deal with this 
fractional year, we set total arrests equal to Al *  .5*A2. 

5. See the simulation studies, this chapter and Chapter VI. 

6. Using Interviews with 52 incarcerated federal offenders 
who were-convicted of street crimes, Boland (1980) concluded 
that federal offenders commit about 19 serious crimes per year 
'on the street.* Younger offenders seem to commit somewhat 
more and older offenders somewhat fewer.  This figure implies 
approximately 100 crimes over a five-year period, which is 
fevtr than we predicted would be committed by career criminals, 
but more than we estimate would be committed by noncareer 
offenders.  Of course, Boland's interviewees were not as select 
a group as were our career criminals, so her figures are 
consistent with ours. 

Similarly, drawing on interviews with a sample of 49 
incarcerated offenders in California prisons, Petersilia et al. 
(1978) reported that incarcerated California offenders 
committed about 2U crimes per year on the street.  Again, these 
offenders were not necessarily career criminals, and thus they 
would be expected to commit somewhat fewer offenses.  In a 
larger study, Peterson et al. (1978) interviewed 624 California 
inmates and reported that 'high rate* offenders committed on a 
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yearly basis an average of 9 robberies, 22 cons, 28 burglaries, 
9 forgeries, 7 car thefts, 229 drug sales, S aggravated 
assaults, 11 other assaults, 3 attempted murders, and 3 rapes. 
These crime numbers are higher than we estimate for our group 
of career criminals, but Peterson had the luxury of selecting 
the 'high rate* offenders retrospectively, a procedure more 
likely than our statistical procedure to identify the nost 
serious recidivists. 
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VI.  ESTIMATING THE MUHBEH OF CAREER CRIMINALS: 
A SIMULATION EXERCISE 

It is difticult CO ariive at estimates of the number of 

habitual offenders who Bight be b^u>dled by a federal career 

criminal program.  First, available data do not afford a direct 

enumeration.  Second, there is no universally accepted defini- 

tion of the term 'career criminal*; the definition proposed in 

this report is tentative.  Third, we can only speculate about 

the effect that a career criminal program might have on declin- 

ations.  Nevertheless it is possible to provide estimates, 

given alternative assumptions about federal prosecution.  He 

developed a simulation model that allowed alternative 

assumptions to be built into estimates of career criminal 

prcnecution. This model is available 'on line* at INSLAW. 

Results, from the model are discussed in this section. 

As stated above, available data do not lend themselves to 

enumerating career criminals.  What is needed is a sample of 

federal defendants that provides, on a case-by-case basis, 

information about those variables included in the selection 

criteria.  Such data do not exist. 

In lieu of direct measurement, it was necessary to estimate 

the population of career criminals infarentially.  To draw 

these inferences, we relied on two distinct data bases.  The 

first data base consisted of approximately 600 presentence 

investigation reports for each of five federal offenses: 

homicide, bank robbery, forgery, mail fraud and drug sales. 

Since the PSIs provided all the information that was required 
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by the prediction equation, and because we Celt that these PSis 

were representative of these five offense types throughout the 

federal district courts, we were able to estimate the 

proportion of convicted offenders who are also career 

criminals.  Multiplying these proportions by. the total number 

of defendants who were convicted of homicide, bank robbery and 

so on provided estimates of the total number of convicted 

habitual offenders for each of these five offense types. 

Onfortunately, the PSIs were available for only these five 

street crimes.  In order to estimate the number of habitual 

offenders for other crimes, we noted that the parole data were 

a representative sample of federal offenders who were convicted 

o£ street crimes and sentenced to prison terms in excess of one 

year.* Likewise, the probation data were representative of 

convicted federal offenders who were sentenced to terms of one 

yea.- or less, including probation and split sentences. Knowing 

the proportion of career criminals within each group made It 

possible to infer the number of career criminals in the popula- 

tion of convicted federal defendants. 

Using the parole data, we calculated for each of 9 offense 

types (exclusive of the offense types for which we had PSIs) 

the proportions of offenders who qualified as career 

criminals.  Multiplying these proportions by the actual number 

of people sentenced to prison for terms in excess of one year 

*A warning is in order:  the sample was dated, as these 
offenders were released in 1970-71 and thus entered prison 
during an earlier time. 
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provided «8tl]nat«« of th« numb«r of career criminals aentenced 

to lengthy prison terns during a single year. 

In the same way, we used the probation data to determine 

the proportion of these latter offenders—for each of the 9 

offenses—who would be designated as habitual.  These 

proportions were then multiplied by the total number of 

offenders sentenced to terms of not more than one year, provid- 

ing estimates of the number of habitual offenders in this 

latter group. 

Since the above calculations included only convicted 

offenders, the estimates were adjusted by dividing them by the 

probability of conviction, again on an offense-by-offense 

basis. After inspecting data from the Administrative Office of 

the a.S. Courts, we found that defendants with extensive prior 

conviction histories were more likely to be convicted than were 

other defendants.  Thus, we calculated separate conviction 

probabilities for defendants who had served prior terms in 

excess of one year and defendants who served terms of less than 

one year, including probation, and no prior sentences.  The 

former probabilities were applied to career criminals; the 

latter probabilities were applied to nonhabitual offenders. 

Dividing the estimated number of convicted career criminals 

by the probability of conviction yields an estimate of the 

number of career criminals prosecuted in the federal district 

courts.  These computations yielded an estimate of over 1,700 

career criminals per year using fiscal '80 figures for the U.S. 

Courts. 
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Before accepting this figure as an accurate reflection of 

the number of career criminals who might be processed by the 

U.S. Attorneys, note that the number of federal prosecutions 

for street-type offenses has decreased by 30-40 percent since 

1975. This decrease baa been attributed to policy changes 

witnln the Department of Justice rather than to a reduction in 

the number of federal offenders.  If we assume a reversal of 

this policy, at least for habitual offenders, the number of 

career criminals might Increase. He cannot, however, be very 

sure of this increase because the overall 30-40 percent 

decrease in criminal cases may not include a proportionate 

number of cases of habitual offenders.  The decrease in filings 

was probably greatest for less serious crimes and for offenders 

with trivial or nonexistent prior criminal histories. 

Therefore, our calculations are provided merely to illustrate 

tb« use of the simulation moael. 

Estimating the number of career criminals by assuming that 

case filings for habitual offenders increases by 50% yields an 

estimate of around 2,600 federal career criminals.  This figure 

cay underestimate the number of offenders who would be 

prosecuted under a federal career criminal program.  Federal 

investigatory agencies may anticipate the types of cases that 

D.S. Attorneys accept (Hausner et al., 1981; Eisenstein, 

1979). Although U.S. Attorneys often take an offender's 

criminal history into account when considering prosecution 

(Hausner et al., 1S81; U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1979), no 

explicit attention is given to identifying and prosecuting 
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career offenders. Here these offenders to be targeted, and 

tbat policy articulated to federal and local investigatory 

agencies, the number of offenders who are prosecuted as career 

offenders could expand beyond the above estimates. 

It is possible to estimate the costs, in terms of assistant 

U.S. attorneys, required to process this case volume.  In order 

to inake this assessment, we draw on 'case weights* developed in 

an earlier study [Rhodes and Bausner, 1981].  These case 

weights provide the average number of attorney hours required 

to process each case type, according to the method of 

disposition, and adjust for office overhead. Our calculations 

indicate that during 1980 the prosecution of street type 

offenses required approximately 706 attorneys per year, of whom 

approximately 89 were involved with career criminal 

prosecution.  To put these figures into perspective, during 

1980 there were approximately 1,729 full-time O.S. Attorneys, 

assistant U.S. Attorneys and paralegals employed across the 

country.  Consequently, 41 percent of this manpower was spent 

prosecuting street type offenders; 5 percent was devoted to 

handling the cases of career criminals. 

Assume a 50 percent increase in the number of career 

criminal prosecutions.  Such an increase might arise from 

modifications of declination policies designed to prioritize 

career criminal cases.  Or such an increase could result from 

an expanded federal jurisdiction over habitual offenders,  l.'hat 

would be the consequences in terms of attorney needs? 
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Obviously, it  pco««cution ineteasad by 50 p*cc*nt, th« 

required attorney Input would Increase proportionally. Tbls 

requires a 2.5 percent Increase In the number of assistant O.S. 

Attorneys. Although recent budget constraints probably 

preclude any additional attorney Inputs, these figures do 

provide reasonable estimates of the following:  (a) the amount 

by which other types of cases should be cut back or (b) the 

riiouctlon that might occur overall In the expenditure made on 

other types of cases. 

The processing of career criminals might be more selective 

than we have assumed.  Suppose, for Instance, that only the 

number of habitual offenders who were charged with robbery or 

burglary were increased. A doubling of the number of career 

criminal robbers and burglars would require 9 additional 

attorneys. A tripling would necessitate l8 additional lawyers, 

and so on. 

We also thought that it was reasonable to anticipate that, 

by prioritizing the processing of career criminal cases and 

enhancing the sentences administered to serious offenders, 

disposition patterns might be modified for the cases of 

habitual offenders. He note that career criminals already go 

to trial more frequently than their nonhabitual counterparts. 

How would attorney resource needs change if these trial rates 

Increased? 

Suppose trial rates were to increase by SO percent while 

prosecutions were Increased by SO percent. According to our 

estimates, this change would require 49 attorneys beyond 

current manpower allotments. 
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Again, the fact that a car*«r crlalnal progran night 

iticraaa* the nuabcr o£ attocnaya who aca assignad to tha caaaa 

of habitual o£fand«ra doaa not naceasarlly mean that tha nuabar 

of asalstant U.S. Attornaya naed ba expandad, nor doas thla 

raport imply that auch an expanalon would ba deairabla. 

Inataad, our Intantion 1» to provida aoae raaaonabla astlaataa 

of aanpowar naads that auat be derived from (a) Increasing tha 

number of attornaya, (b) redirecting attorneys toward cases 

that have a higher priority in the federal system, (c) reducing 

the amount of attorney effort that is expended, on average, on 

crlalnal and civil cases, or (d) some combination of the 

above.  The correct combination dependa on the perceived 

benefits of a career criminal program, the relative perceived 

benefits from other applications of attorney time, and overall 

resource constraints applicable to the D.S. Attorneys. 

Aadltionally, it is reasonable to suppose that the selection 

criteria will vary across U.S. Attorney offices, thereby being 

tailored to local priorities and constraints. 

NOTES 

1.  The source of these data was the fiscal year 1980 
Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts.  These figures do not include offenders convicted in 
state courts. 
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VII.  SENTENCING CAREER CRIMINALS: 
A SIMULATION EXERCISE 

It is difficult to estimate the number of career criminals 

and the associated costs and benefits resulting from career 

criminal prosecution. The requisite data are unavailable to 

provide acqurate estimates of the number of habitual offenders 

who are at present handled in federal district court. Nor do 

we have a good sense of how the prosecution of serious 

offenders might be enhanced by special targeting. 

We are on firmer ground when estimating the policy 

implications of enhancing the sentences imposed on habitual 

offenders.  Prom a study of sentencing in federal district 

court, we can accurately predict the length of time served, 

given existing sentencing practices, for offenders who were 

convicted of any of the following offense types; bank robbery, 

forgery, drug sales, homicide, and mail fraud.  These predic- ' 

tions take into account the offender's criminal history, the 

magnitude of his crime, aspects of his processing (such as 

conviction by guilty plea rather than trial) and his social 

background (such as his employment). Note that the estimates 

are for time served, rather than sentence imposed. This fact 

is of importance given our concern with the offender's 

incapacitation, rather than his sentence per se. 

Knowing the length of time that the offender serves, we can 

estimate the number of crimes committed by an offender over a 

hypothetical five-year period. This estimate is derived from 

the statistical analysis reported in this paper.  For present 
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purposes, w« ac« lnt«r*«ttd only in •atimating the namb«r of 

crimes over the period of tine that the offender is actually 

'at risk.* The tine at risk equals five years minus the length 

of time served. 

Having completed this calculation for every offender in a 

crime type sample (such as the forgery sample), we can 

aggregate the total amount of crime that this sample of 

offenders would be expected to commit over the five year 

period.  The purpose of this calculation is to allow us to 

estimate the comparable amount of crime that would be committed 

by all offenders if sentencing and parole practices were 

modified to enhance the time served by habitual offenders. 

In order to draw this comparison, we developed a simulation 

model that allows the user to specify the definition of a 

career criminal and the length of time that an offender so 

defined is expected to serve (see appendix A, section G). This 

enhanced sentence is in the form of a mandatory minimum, which 

is also assumed to be the actual time served, with one 

exception.  If estimated time served is in excess of the 

mandatory minimum, the offender is actually expected to serve 

the predicted sentence. 

The utility of the simulation is twofold.  First, it 

provides an estimate of crime prevention attributed to imposing 

mandatory prison terms on career criminals.  Second, it 

provides an estimate of the amount of additional prison tine, 

in Che aggregate, served as a consequence. 

Although the offender samples are not random, they are 

representative of the population of convicted offenders. 
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Thereforer In order to extend these finding* to the entire 

fttderal system, it is necessary to multiply the crime estimate* 

and prison time estimates by the ratio of total offenders 

convicted of a given crime type to the size of the sample. 

Representative calculations are provided below} the simulation 

model itself is described in the appendix, and is available 

on-line at INSLAW. 

We use the sentencing of forgers as the first 

illustration.  If the 611 people who were included in the 

forgery sample were at liberty for five years following their 

federal convictions, they would commit an estimated 46 thousand 

serious crimes, not counting drug offenses.  In fact, just 

about half of all forgers serve some prison time and this 

period of incapacitation (an average of 7.S months per 

offender) reduces crime to about 35 thousand offenses.  This 

decrease of 11 thousand serious crimes is 'purchased* at a 

price of 382 years of jail and prison. 

Defining a career criminal as a convicted offender who 

would likely recidivate within 40 months if released from 

federal custody, 148 of the 611 forgers would be labeled 

'habitual.* Imposing a mandatory five-year prison term on 

habitual offenders would nearly triple the incapacitation 

effect of punishment, from 11,000 crimes prevented to 26,000 

crimes prevented.  Time spent in prison would Increase 

correspondingly, from 382 to 949 years. 

To convert these numbers into national figures, we note 

that 1,939 offenders were convicted of forgery during fiscal 
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year 198U (D.S. District Courts). This figur* is 3.17 tines 

th« sample size, so we multiplied the crime, and prison numbers 

by 3.17. According to the resulting calculations, serious 

crimes would be reduced by 83 thousand while prison time would 

be increased by 18 hundred years, or almost 4 years per 

habitual offender. 

The imposition o£ a mandatory minimum five-year sentence 

for career criminals has a smaller impact on crime for the 

other four offense types.  There are two reasons for this 

finding. 

First, robbery and homicide are seen as being so serious 

that most offenders already serve lengthy prison terms.  For 

these two offenses, people with serious prior records routinely 

serve at least five years, leaving little room for a mandatory 

ninlmua sentence to work. 

According to our calculations, the 1,262 robbers convicted 

in 1980 would serve an average term of 4.7 years each and a 

group total of 5,918 years in federal prison.  In the 

aggregate, the incapacitation of robbers reduced crime by 94 

percent, from 156 thousand to 10 thousand crimes.  Imposition 

of a mandatory minimum prison term reduces crime modestly, by 

about 4 thousand serious crimes, and increases prison time 

slightly by 145 years (about 4 months per career criminal). 

Similar results were derived for homicide. A total of 108 

people were convicted of homicide during 1980, resulting in 

about 489 years of prison time, or an average of 4.5 years per 

offender.  Prison sentences are expected to reduce crime by 

abcut 88 percent, from about 6 thousand to about 7 hundred.  A 
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mandatory minimun term of five years, to be Imposed on habitual 

offenders, would further reduce crime and increase prison tine 

by a negligible amount. 

A second reason why a mandatory minimum sentence has a 

lesser impact when applied to offenders other than forgers is 

that these other groups contain, proportionally, fewer career 

criminals.  In our sample of 417 people convicted of mail 

fraud, only 38 were identified as habitual offenders. On 

average, prison terms equaled 7.4 months, and given 981 federal 

convictions, mail fraud offenders account for 60S years of 

prison time.  As a result of incapacitation, crime falls by 18 

percent—from 28 thousand to 23 thousand. 

Even though few mail fraud offenders were deemed habitual, 

the effect of a mandatory minimum term is not trivial.  The 

m ndatory term increases prison time by an average of 4.4 years 

per convicted career criminal and by 393 years nationally.  The 

result is a reduction in crime by about 95 hundred offenses. 

v;e also found that very few (42) of 628 drug violators were 

career criminals.  Nevertheless a mandatory prison term 

decreased the amount of crime significantly.  A total of 4,749 

offenders were convicted under provisions of the Drug 

Prevention and Control Act during 1980.  Without incarceration, 

we estimate that these offenders would commit nearly 143 

thousand serious crimes exclusive of drug related offenses.  A 

drug conviction results, on average, in a 1.4-year prison term 

and thus results in about 6,800 prison years.  The effect of 

this incapacitation reduces crime to 86 thousand offenses.  By 
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imposing a mandatory minimum prison term on habitual offenders, 

crimes would fall to about 42 thousand offenses, while prison 

use increases by 745 years (approximately 2 years per career 

criiainal). 

In summarizing the above figures, we wish to make several 

points: 

1. By focusing attention on career criminals, with the result 
that they receive longer sentences, crime can be 
significantly reduced. 

2. The crime reduction would be accompanied by an increased 
use of prison time unless the time served by nonhabitual 
offenders was proportionately reduced.  This reduction may 
be appropriate, especially for offenders who appear very 
unlikely to recidivate. 

3. A career criminal program that concentrated on offenders 
who were convicted of only the most serious offenses, such 
as homicide and robbery, would have the least Impact on 
crime.  This conclusion follows because these offenders 
already serve lengthy prison terms.  Sentencing 
enhancements would have very little effect on real time 
served.  Instead, sentencing enhancements are most 
effective when applied to offenders whose criminal history 
seems to reveal extensive involvement with crime, but whose 
present offense is likely to result in a prison term of 
!••• than five years. 

4. Finally, we note that, as a rule, people who were convicted 
of drug offenses during the late 1970's were found 
significantly less likely to be career criminals than 
peopJ.e who were convicted in the late 1960's and early 
1970. He assume that this finding is a consequence of a 
shift in federal policy toward prosecuting large-scale drug 
dealers who have modest criminal records at the expense of 
not prosecuting small-scale dealers who have extensive 
records.  This example illustrates why it is so difficult 
to predict the number of career criminals who could be 
prosecuted.  If declination standards return to 1970 form, 
at least for habitual offenders, mandatory minimum 
sentences for drug offenders could have an impact that is 
much greater than is indicated by the above simulations. 
Likewise, it seems reasonable to anticipate that, as the 
prosecution of career criminals expands, the return from a 
mandatory minimum sentencing rule could have a more 
significant impact on crime than our estimates indicate. 
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TECHNICAL PROCEOORE FOR ESTIHATZNG RECIDIVISM 

.- ... .    .    r       •    ••• ••  .   '. '•  . .••-'  ••.• •.••••  • •• • ••'".- 

The basic problem was using a limited data set to deternine 

•apirical correlates of recidivisa.  These empirical correlates 

"cbuldtli^nbe'translate'd into'policy'Statements. "' 
..  . ;. •.-,•_•.,    •:••..     • • ;•  •...;•:-.>• y .. ••. • •-  ...,:..••• •• •   .•:••'•     ' - 

A.  DESCRIPTION OP THE DATA  "  " 

There were three sources of data. The largest of these was 

the FBI's Computerized Criminal History (CCB) files. These are^ 

the data that ace used by federal, state, and local agencies to 

BZfduce *rap sheets* for arrestees.  Ideally, they contain all 

pertinent information about each arrest—when, what for, and 

the case outcome, along with the age, sex, and race of the 

offender.  These data were used to construct an arrest tine 

series for 9,205 offenders. 

The other two data sets were somewhat smaller, but 

contained more extensive information.  Both were coded from 

presentence investigation records as part of federally funded 

research projects.  The first data base pertained to parolees 

released after serving terms in excess of one yearj the second 

pertained to probationers who were released after serving 

/-, eentpnc^.s^.of;hot, poxey than-one" yeat in -jaU -'arid'iocluded .-•'-•••••'..,'';)' 

straight probationers.  CCH information was obtained for all of 

the probation subjects and for most of the parole subjects (see 

below for exceptions).  Both the parole and probation data 

'contain, in addition to the appended CCH'data, information oii 

an 'instant* federal arrest—the one that puts the subject into 

the data base—as well as data oh arrests and imprisonment from 

a six-year follow-up period and voluminous information about 



Che offender. The task was to make use of this large amount of 

data to develop a model that accurately predicted whether the 

offender would commit offenses during the follow-up period. 

B.  COMPUTING AN INDEX OP PRIOR RECORD 

The analysis proceeded in stages. To begin with, the 

parole and probation data bases represent too small a sample to 

make full statistical use of all of the prior arrest and 

personal information. However, the CCB information appended to 

these data were essentially identical in character to the much 

larger but more limited (i.e., containing fewer variables) CCB 

file. Therefore, we used the CCB file to construct an index of 

recidivistic tendency based solely on age and prior record. 

The resulting parameters were thert applied to the CCB 

Information available in the parole-probation data base to 

construct an instrument variable called 'index.*  Below we 

describe the estimation of index, and then the use of the index 

in the larger problem. 

1. Estimating Time Served 

The analysis required, among other things, an estimate of 

the amount of time each individual was incarcerated during each 

year prior to the instant federal arrest. As an exdogenous 

cignt-hand variable, time in prison mitigates the offender's 

opportunity to commit crime and get arrested. Therefore, it 

was important to have a measure of time served.  Since time 

served was available only for a limited sample of sentences, it 

had to be estimated, and these estimates were used in place of 

actual tiine-secved figures. 
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Th* two data sets, (a) parole data with CCB data appended 

and (b) probation data with CCH appended, were merged and 

separated into two data bases.  These were distinguished by: 

(c) maximum sentence  0, and maximum sentence  12, 

(d) maximum sentence - 0 or maximum sentence  12. 

Oaing data base (c), we estimated the following regressions 

for every sentence where both time served and sentence length 

were known: 

7S - .20898    * .67334 (MAX) 

s.e. • (.034) 

R-SQO - .6764 

where TS • time served and MAX • maximum sentence. 

Using data base (d) we estimated that 

TS - 9.75 + .30(MAX) + 34.07(L) + 8.79(D) -.0004(MAXSQD) 

s.e. -   (.018)    (4.018)    (1.670)     ( 0.001) 

R-SQD " .2999 

where L - 1 for a life sentence, D • 1 when MAX • 0 or the 

sentence is indeterminate, and MAX -Oi£L>lorD>l and 

HAXS(}D - MAX X MAX. 

A bias exists in the above data base.  Basically, the kinds 

of Information provided by the probation and parole data sets 

are comparable.  However, for a subset of the parole data, 

namely those offenders having fewer than six arrests in the 

follow-up period, and not having served at least 30 days in 

jail during the follow-up period, the rap sheet data were not 

obtained.  Consequently, the data base excludes the 'less 

active* offenders from the parole data.  This bias has an 
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inpact on th« eatlnation discussed at the and of this section^ 

but should not be pcoblematic here.  Since we are dealing only 

with the instant offense and prior offenses rather than 

follow-up period arrests, there is no a priori reason to expect 

that tine served for the instant arrest will differ among 

offenders having different prospective future crinlnal 

activity. The exclusion does not have an effect later on, 

howevef, and is discussed more fully below. 

2.  Estimating Case Processing Time 

Once we knew the length of time served, we needed to know 

when the sentence began. The CCB file does not, as a rule, 

indicate when a criminal case is terminated (the point where we 

assumed that a sentence commenced), although the arrest data is 

routinely recorded.  Thus, we searched for an estimate of case 

length for cases ending in conviction, and ultimately for an 

.estimate of the case termination date derived by adding the 

case length estimate to the arrest data.  Osing CCH data 

containing 13,050 observations, we attempted to use 

BUltivariate analysis to estimate the amount of time required 

to go from arrest to disposition, but the data lacked 

sufficient exogenous factors to explain disposition time. The 

nature of the disposition itself, in fact, was usually blank. 

Therefore, for cases in which the arrest and/or disposition 

data were absent, the median (the data were highly skewed) 

disposition time for the offense class was used as an estimate 

of disposition time. 

The following classes and median tinies were used: 
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Military offanaas (daaartion, draft avaaion). . . 144 daya 
HoBicida and aggravatad asaault   87 daya 
Sasual aaaault and crinaa against paraon .... 115 daya 
Xobbary  109 daya 
Arson  100 daya 
Burglary  95 days 
Stolan property oCfanaas   76 days 
Autonobila theft  66 daya 
Porgary  95 days 
P^aud ,  87 days 
Drug offensaa (posaassion and sala)  129 days 
Probationi ball, and parola violatlona    49 days 
Weapons violations   93 days 
All others  76 days 

Osing the above eatiaataa, time served (always eatiaated) 

and disposition tine (sooetimes estimated) were combined to 

estimate relaaae datea, aaaerting the date of disposition as 

the date on which incarceration began. Por each month of each 

year, we used this information to decide whether the offender 

was in or out of prison. XhuSr for each offender, we produced 

a data element between 0 and 12 indicating the numer of months 

that the offender spent in prison each year. 

3.  Estiaatinq Index Parameters 

Osing the time-served estimates, we next constructed a data 

base using PBI rap aheet data. Using a 20 percent sample of 

offendera arreated for a federal offenae in 1976, we used an 

arrest in 1975 as a dependent variable.  Independent variables 

ware the number of arreata for specific offenses during each 

year from 1961 to 1974, the number of months spent In prison 

during each period (allowing arrests beginning in 19S5 to be 

used in the estimation of time served, and not basing any 1975 

prison time on 1975 arrests), and age, aex, and race. 
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The dependent variable, arrest in 1975, initially was 

available as the number of specific offenses (14 types) for 

which arrests occurred during 1975.  Grouping arrests by these 

14 offenses, however, left several groups with too few 

observations for estimation and compounded estimation 

problems.  Consequently, we did not attempt to differentiate 

rearrests by type, except to limit rearrests to serious street 

crimes. 

The first regression specification used the total number of 

offenses committed during 1975 as a dependent variable.  The 

overall R-square was high; however, criminal activity in 1975 

could be severely restricted for defendants imprisoned for 

offenses comoitted early in 1975, biasing downward the 

observations for subjects with high recldivistic potential by 

introducing a serious specification error into the model, so 

we reformulated the independent variable as whether the subject 

recidivated at all in 1975—0 for no, 1 for yes.  Tests using 

this formulation presented considerably fewer estimation 

problems. 

Using the binary instance of arrest/no arrest in 1975, we 

used ordinary least squares regression to develop an 

explanatory structure.  Given our application of the results, 

the robustness of OLS regression in this context, and the ease 

of using existing computer software, we chose not to use 

theoretically superior estimation techniques such as probit or 

logit.  Initial tests showed that neither sex nor race were 

systematically correlated with recidivism—In nultlvariate 
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tests and in isolation. Age, however, showed a relatively high 

correlation and had a number of Inplications for further 

estimations. 

Age appeared to have a complex interaction with other 

independent factors, as well as with recidivism.  Dividing the 

population along age lines revealed a statistically significant 

difference in parameters for the right-hand variables. An 

F-test confirmed structural differences across the age groups, 

although given the large sample size, we were not convinced 

that the substantive meaning of this finding was great. 

4. Choosing a Lag Structure 

Par and away the most consistent predictor of criminal 

activity in time t is the occurende of an arrest at time t-1. 

Of less value, but still relevant in decreasing proportions, 

are arrests occurring in periods t-2, t-3, t-4, and so on. 

Simple correlations between the number of crimes in each t-nth 

period and the Instance of an arrest in period t showed a 

downward-sloping curve from t-1 to t-6, with little consistent 

correlation beyond t-6 (testing t-1 to t-14). 

There were some weak additional effects from earlier time 

points. These effects, more cumulative in nature, were 

formulated as the sun of past crimes more than six years old: 

t-7 + t-8 • ... + t-14. 

No systematic correlation seemed to exist between prison 

time served (for the same series of lags) and the dependent 

variable.  Introduced as a control, prison in t-1 theoretically 
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explains why an individual with high recidlvlstlc potential 

does or does not get arrested In t-1 (I.e., being in prison 

precludes rearcest).  In tests, however/ no discernible lag was 

identified/ perhaps because time served could only be estimated. 

Osing the lag structure identified above for crime/ we 

tested the extent to which the effects could be described by a 

polynomial/ using an Alfflon lag scheme. As a first 

approximation, we tested a 3-degree polynomial. Hare, each 

degree of the equation represents a linear combination of 

weighted lagged observations of the right-hand variable. 

Rather than describing the relationship with n-lagged 

coefficients, the Almon scheme attempts to mathematically 

describe the effects of past periods by approximating their 

curvilinear structure, using m+l coefficients, where a is the 

degree of the polynomial.  Simply, where n>3 and m'3, we start 

with 

If - a + bl(Ct-l) + b2(Ct-2) + b3(Ct-3) + e, 

which becomes 

Y • a + dl(AO) + d2(Al) •)• d3(A2) + d4(A3) •)• e 

where AO « (Ct-1) + (Ct-2) + (Ct-3) 
Al - l*(Ct-l) + 2*(Ct-2) + 3«(Ct-3) 
A2 • l*(Ct-l) • 4*(Ct-2) + 9*(Ct-3) 
A3 - l»(Ct-l) + 8*(Ct-2) + 27*(Ct-3) 

where X is the dependent variable, bl - b3 are the 
estimated coefficients from the untransformed factor C 
for time t-1 through t-3, the d's are the coefficients 
for each degree of the polynomial, and the A's are the 
linear combinations of the degree-weighted lagged C's. 

We tested this formulation several ways, first performing 

the Almon transformation on both crime and prison.  Prison was 

not significant beyond a simple linear combination (AO). 
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Cclne, however, was aignlfleant both in tb* linear and 

firjt degree*. The second and third degrees were 

insignificant. The most consistent results were obtained using 

the following general specification: 

T - a • bl(AOE) + b2(Pt) + b3(PSnKl) + b4(PS0M2) + 
bS(AO) *  b6(Al) + b7(CS0H) + e 

where: 

y • 1 if any arrests occurred during 1975, otherwise 0 
AGE ' the offender's age at the tine of arrest 
Pt - Months in prison in 1975 

PSOHl • Months in prison 1969-1974 
PSUH2 • Months in prison 1961-1969 

AO - Number of arrests in 1969-1974 
Al • Number of arrests in 1969-1974, summed as 

C(1974) + 2C(1973) + 3C(1972) + 4C(1971) + 5C(1970)'f 
&C(1969) 

CSUM • Number of arrests in 1971-1969. 

This specification was used for each of six age groupings, 

20-25, 26-30, 31-35, 36-40, 41-50, and 51-f.  Because they do 

not have adult criminal histories and juvenile histories are 

unavailable in the CCB data, we excluded offenders 19 and under 

from the analysis, since it would have been virtually 

impossible to separate the true effects of age and prior record 

for this group. 

Finally, after an empirical examination of crime switching 

(discussed subsequently), we divided the right-hand arrest 

variables into four general offense categories—violent, 

property, drug, and other.  In general, the offenders in the 

data base show considerable degrees of crime switching, i.e. 

offenders do not tend to specialize; however, there was some 

consistency within these four general categories. 
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In subsequent analysis, we classified right-hand arrest 

variables by the four major offense groupings and performed 

Almon transformations for the offense histories within each 

crime category.  This specification was (with betas omitted for 

simplicity): 

Y "FCAGE, PT, PSUMl, PSUM2, AVI, AV2, API, AP2, ADl, AD2, 
AOl, A02, CSUMV, CSUMP, CSUMD, CSUMO), 

Where the variables are as specified above, and V, P, D, and 0 

indicate violent, property, drug, and other arrests, 

respectively. The results of those estimations are shown in 

Tables A.la through A.lg. 

Table A.la.  All Ages 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

Intercept 0.26558 • 

AGE 1 -0.00380 0.000 -8.947 -0.000 
PT 3 -0.00374 0.003 -1.095 0.273 
PSUHl 4 0.00148 0.001 2.765 0.006 
FSUH2 5 0.00240 0.001 4.481 -0.000 
CSUMV 6 0.00137 0.009 0.153 0.879 
CSUMP 7 0.00788 0.004 1.997 0.046 
CSUHD 8 -0.00994 0.009 -1.121 0.262 
CSUtlO 9 0.00909 0.005 1.934 0.053 
AVO 10 0.09113 0.018 5.199 -0.000 
AVI 11 -0.01423 0.005 -3.101 0.002 
APO 12 0.06978 0.007 9.328 -0.000 
A?l 13 -O.D1022 0.002 -4.807 -0.000 
ABO 14 0.09134 0.011 8.007 -0.000 
ADl 15 -0.01625 0.003 -4.986 -0.000 
AOO 16 0.04847 0.010 4.908 -0.000 
AOl 17 -0.00746 0.003 -2.853 0.004 

MULTIPLE R- SQUARE     0.1086 
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Table A.lb. Age 21-25 Years 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

INTERCEPT 0.36442 

A6B -0.00795 0.005 -1.622 0.105 
rt . 3 0.00069 0.006 0.108 0.914 
PSUHl 0.00205 0.001 1.508 0.132 
PSUM2 -0.00488 0.017 -0.294 0.768 
CSUMV -0.04399 0.071 -0.623 0.533 
CSDMP 0.03074 0.044 0.691 0.489 
CSUHD 0.10819 0.139 0.780 0.436 
CSUMO 0.10023 0.044 2.280 0.023 
AVO 0.11066 0.031 3.581 0.000 
AVI -0.02279 0.009 -2.418 0.016 
APO 0.06961 0.015 4.683 0.000 
API -0.01122 0.005 -2.302 0.021 
AM 0.04176 0.023 1.845 0.065 
AOl 0.00317 0.007 0.454 0.650 
M30 0.03950 0.019 2.091 0.037 
Ml -0.00443 0.005 -0.809 0.418 

MULTIPLE R-SQUARE    0. 0893 

Table A.lc. Age 26-30 Years 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

INTERCEPT 0.39911 

ACE, 1 -0.00890 0.007 -1.259 0.208 
PT • 3 -0.01318 0.007 -1.997 0.046 
PSUMl 4 0.00387 0.001 3.905 0.000 
PSUM2 5 0.00705 0.002 4.164 0.000 
CSUMV 6 -0.00016 0.017 -0.009 0.993 
CSDMP 7 -0.00747 0.009 -0.838 0.402 
CSUMD 8 -0.04762 0.022 -2.122 0.034 
CSOHO 9 0.01348 0.012 1.153 0.249 
AVO 10 0.12361 0.035 3.517 0.000 
AVI 11 -0.02333 0.009 -2.592 0.010 
APO 12 0.07578 0.014 5.414 -0.000 
API 13 -0.01144 0.004 -2.959 0.003 
ADO 14 0.09985 0.020 5.116 0.000 
AOl 15 -0.01880 0.005 -3.479 0.001 
AOO 16 0.02949 0.021 1.413 0.158 
AOl 17 -0.00294 0.006 -0.522 0.602 

MULTIPLE R-SQOARE     0 1468 
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TABLE X.ld. Age 31-35 Years 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

INTERCEPT - -0.31366 • 

AGE 1 0.01367 0.008 1.617 0.106 
PT 3 -0.00886 0.008 -1.062 0.289 
FSOHl . 4 0.00188 0.001 1.450 0.147 
PSUH2 5 0.00166 0.001 1.439 0.150 
CSOHV 6 0.00625 0.017 0.377 0.706 
CSDHP 7 0.01073 0.009 1.246 0.213 
CSUMD 8 0.01444 0.021 0.693 0.489 
CSUHO 9 0.00899 0.010 0.907 0.365 
AVO 10 0.05345 0.052 1.034 0.302 
AVI 11 -0.00896 0.012 -0.741 0.459 
AFO 12 0.08253 0.019 4.332 0.000 
API 13 -0.01384 0.005 -2.716 0.007 
ADO 14 0.14552 0.029 5.105 -0.000 
AOl 15 -0.03185 0.008 -4.226 0.000 
AOO 16 0.07216 0.025 2.934 0.003 
AOl 17 -0.01141 0.006 -1.787 0.074 

MULTIPLE R- -SQUARE    0, ,1440 

TABLE A.le.  Age 36-40 Years 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T {2-tail) 

INTERCEPT • -0.16992 ,. 

AGE 1 0.00685 0.009 0.723 0.470 
PT 3 0.00567 0.012 0.462 0.644 
PSOHl 4 -0.00260 0.001 -1.753 0.080 
PSUH2 5 0.00419 0.001 3.631 0.000 
CSOMV 6 -0.01128 0.021 -0.538 0.591 
csu:ip 7 0.00868 0.009 0.943 0.346 
CSO.MD 8 -0.03721 0.023 -1.633 0.103 
CSUMO 9 0.01936 0.010 2.003 0.046 
AVO 10 0.12076 0.057 2.113 0.035 
AVI 11 -0.01487 0.015 -0.998 0.318 
A?0 12 0.00530 0.025 0.208 0.835 
AVI 13 0.00631 0.006 0.983 0.326 
ADO 14 0.08227 0.046 1.784 0.075 
ABl 15 -0.01661 0.013 -1.264 0.207 
AOO lb 0.08378 0.032 2.639 0.008 
AOl 17 -0.01535 0.008 -1.S51 0.051 

MULTIPLE R- -SQUARE    0. .1650 
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Table K.lt.    Ag« 41-50 Years 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

INTERCEPT 0. 16531 

AGE -0.00140 0.004 -0.333 0.740 
PT -0.02303 0.011 -2.116 0.035 
PSOHl 0.00078 0.001 0.601 0.548 
PSUM2 0.00211 0.001 2.405 0.016 
CSUMV -0.01387 0.021 -0.661 0.509 
CSUMP 0.02856 0.007 4.030 0.000 
CSUMO 0.00453 0.012 0.372 0.710 
CSUHO -0.00536 0.010 -0.545 0.586 
AVO -0.11039 0.066 -1.670 0.095 
AVI 0.04112 0.015 2.680 0.008 
APO 0.04573 0.026 1.763 0.078 
API -0.00659 0.007 -0.952 0.341 
ADO 0.04671 0.039 1.202 0.230 
AOl -0.01448 0.012 -1.259 0.208 
AOO 16 0.06315 0.026 2.447 0.015 
AOl 17 -0.01270 0.006 -2.016 0.044 

MULTIPLE R- 'SQUARE     0. 1194 

Table A.lg. kg* ! 51 Years ami Older 

Standard P 
Variable Coefficient Error T (2-tail) 

INTERCEPT t 1.09474 

AGE 1 -0.00031 0.003 -0.116 0.908 
PT 3 0.01959 0.017 1.151 0.250 
PSUMl 4 -0.00198 0.002 -0.970 0.333 
PSUH2 5 0.00356 0.002 2.343 0.020 
CSOMV 6 0.05083 0.030 1.676 0.094 
CSUM? 7 0.00054 0.011 0.049 0.961 
CSUMD 8 0.01402 0.043 0.329 0.742 
CSUMO 9 0.01491 0.011 1.368 0.172 
AVO 10 0.05781 0.135 0.428 0.669 
AVI 11 -0.02126 0.031 -0.688 0.492 
APO 12 0.09549 0.040 2.386 0.017 
API 13 -0.01688 0.012 -1.452 0.147 
AOO 14 0.03223 0.128 0.253 0.801 
ADl 15 0.00627 0.034 0.183 0.855 . 
AOO 16 0.06271 0.043 1.443 0.150 

1 17 -0.01980 0.011 -1.760 0.079 

MULTIPLE R- -SQUARE     0 .1078 
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C.  A OlIMB SWITCHING MATRIX 

He had two reasons for developing a crime-switching 

matrix.  First, as mentioned above, we were interested In 

classifying offenses to facilitate the regression analysis. 

Seeondf as will be explained later, we employed a 

crine-swltchlng matrix and a Markov chain approach to predict 

the nature of future crime. The crime-switching matrix is 

shown In Table A.2.  Shown horizontally are the crime 

categories of the previous arrests for 3,417 offenders with at 

least two prior arrests.  This was the panel population for the 

crine-swltchlng analysis. Each vertical column shows the 

present arrest of each group of offenders.  Prom this we see 

that of those previously arrested for robbery, 13.6% were 

rearrested for violent (assault or homicide) offenses, 17.6% 

for robbery, 12.2% for burglary, and 16.1% for larceny. This 

shows that offenders arrested for robbery, then, do not 

exclusively recidlvate with robbery.  Similarly, 8.3% of those 

previously arrested for burglary were rearrested for robbery, 

12.5% were rearrested for assault or homicide, 18.4% for 

larceny, and 21.4% for burglary. 

While offenders tend to reappear in the same categories, 

this reappearance is not large enough to warrant labeling them 

as 'career robbers* or 'career burglars.* This is especially 

evident in the categories of forgery and fraud, both of which 

are more likely to predict rearrest for larceny than for 

forgery or fraud, respectively.  Thus, using specific 

categprles of past offenses to predict the types of offenses 

likely to be committed In the future Is not very reliable.. On 
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average, an offender has only a 24 percent chance that, if he 

recldivates, he will comnit the sane crime.  Haturally, this 

percentage would be even smaller if we were to consider the 

probability that three or four consecutive arrests would all be 

for the same specific offense. 

However, grouping by .the more general offense types of 

violent, property, drug, and other crimes, while still not 

perfect, increases the likelihood that recidivism will occur 

within the same crime group.  On average, offenders arrested 

for an offense in one general crime category have a 43 percent 

chance of being rearrested for a similar offense.  This rate 

varies from 31.2 percent for violent arrests to 54.6 percent 

for property arrests.  Clearly then, if crime-specific grouping 

is warranted, the more general groupings are preferable to the 

specific. 
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Lookinq at tabl* A.3, w« ••« that tbos* arraatad pravleualy 

for aacb offansa cata^ory ara nost stronqly raprasantad In tba 

subaaquant offanaa catagory. Reading horlsonally, people 

arrested for violent criaa are twice aa likely to be rear rested 

for violent crine as those previously comittlng property, 

drug, or other offenses (.31.2% as opposed to 16.0, 13.1, and 

17.4%, respectively). Slnilarly, people arrested for property 

offenses are significantly acre likely to be rearrasted for 

property offenses than are those who were previously arrested 

for other types of offenses. 

Table A.3 
HOST KECENT ARREST TYPE TABULATED BX SECOND MOST RECENT ARREST 

TYPE FOR OFFENDERS HAVING AT LEAST TWO ARRESTS 
General Crine Categories 

(Calculated for 3,417 offenders) 

Subse- 
quent 
Arrest Violent 

Base Line 

Property 

Arrest 

Drugs Other 

Violent 31.2% 16.0% 13.1% 17.4% 

Property 33.9% 54.6% 30.9% 31.8% 

Drugs 11.7% 9 9% 37,5% 12.9% 

Other 23.2% 19.5% 18.5% 37.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number 669 1397 475 876 

Violent includes homicide, assault, robbery, sexual assault, 
and kidnapping. 

Property includes arson, burglary, larceny, auto theft, fraud, 
and forgery. 

Drugs includes both possession and sale. 
Other includes military, probation, parole, weapons, and all 

others. 
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D.  ESTIMATING THE LENGTH OF TIME UNTIL RECIDIVISM 

The previous regression results were used to estimate an 

'index of prior record* for offenders.  Osing the PSI and 

parole data bases, we used the above coefficients to calculate 

an indicator of the extent to which each offender's prior 

record (including the inctant offense) would predict the 

occurrence of a future arrest. 

Addressing the probation and parole data bases, we 

extracted the necessary elements for implementing the 

calculation of the 'index,* as well as other factors. These 

other factors included: sex; race) age; marital status; 

employment status; post-release living arrangements; military 

dishonorable discharges (if any); prevlouji use of aliases; the 

number of times the offender had been sentenced to probation; 

whether the offender had ever had probation revoked; mental 

institutionalization; use of alcohol, soft drugs, or hard 

drugs; whether the current offense had included the use of a 

gun, assault, or accomplices; the dollar value of the crime; 

the age of the defendant at bis first arrest, conviction, 

sentencing, and incarceration (as applicable); the longest 

sentence served by the defendant; the number of times the 

offender had been incarcerated; and the number of times the 

offender had been convicted for each of 16 types of crime. 

Inf')rmation was also retained on the current offense type (22 

crime categories). 

We noted above that we had used extensive prior-record 

information on 9,205 offenders to estimate parameters for an 

index of recidivistic potential based only on prior record. 
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This procedure was employed because the number of observations 

was considerably more extensive than with the more descriptive 

but snaller PSI and parole data sets (N"l,706). Ne also noted 

above a certain problem with the parole data base, namely, that 

th« rap sheet data is missing for a biased subsample of 

offenders—i.e., those who had fewer than five arrests during 

the follow-up period and who had not spent at least 30 days in 

jail.  As a result of this exclusion, a large portion of the 

parole data base did not contain very detailed information on 

prior record, but we could not simply exclude those cases 

without Introducing a serious selectivity bias into the 

sample.  Fortunately, a certain amount of summary data about 

criminal behavior was available even for this group. Osing 

this suauaary information for all of the cases (probation and 

parole), a factor analysis was performed to identify underlying 

factors related to prior record. Next, for the subset for 

which rap sheet data were available, we regressed the 

calculated index variable on the underlying factors derived 
2 

froB the factor analysis (R '.se). We than applied the 

calculated coefficients on the factors for those cases for 

which the variable 'index* could not be calculated from CCB 

data.  In the final series of analyses, we used this estimate 

of index in cases where index was not estimable from CCH data. 

Osing the probation and parole data bases, we constructed a 

combined data base that consisted of prior record information, 

offender characteristics (enumerated above), federal offense 

information, and information about the offenders' arrests 

during a five-year follow-up period. Uhile the original data 
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provided Information about a six-year follow-up period, not all 

offender! were followed for this entire tine. Available computer 

software would not allow variable length follow-up periods, so 

rather than exclude observations from the analysis, we choose to 

truncate the follow-up period. 

Using the follow-up information, we constructed a variable 

that was defined as the number of months after release that the 

subject was free prior to being rearrested for a serious offense. 

If the subject was not rearrested, then the value of this variable 

was 60, the length of the follow-up period. There 

is an obvious problem in this formulation.  Because it is im- 

practicable for follow-up periods to be Indefinite, one must make 

a somewhat arbitrary decision aboijt when to truncate it. In the 

group assigned *60* as a measurement, there are really three 

distinct groups that the data do not allow us to distinguish. 

One group would be those who actually were arrested during 

month 60. A second group comprises those who actually did 

recldivate, but who did so after month 60. The third group 

consists of those who did not recidivate. The censored nature of 

the data presents analytical difficulties (lobin, 1958) Ameniya, 

1973).  If we use linear least squares, the cumulative effect 

would be to bias downward whatever coefficients are estimated and 

to make it more difficult to identify effects. Toblt analysis, 

suggested by Tobln (1958) is a procedure for dealing with such 

censored dependent variables, and it was employed here. 

We conducted a likelihood ratio test of the four unrestricted 

regressions (property, violent, drugs, and other) against a 
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ceatrictad regression with dummy variable* added to represent 

violent, drug, and other Instant arrests. The likelihood 

statistic was significant at p  .10 but not at p .OS. We 

concluded that this did not represent a difference of enough 

magnitude to require using four separate regressions in the rest 

of the analysis. Additionally, the sample size was snail for all 

but property offenses, causing us to doubt the accuracy of the 

parameter estimates for violence, drugs, and 'other*. 

Consequently, in the rest of the appendix (as in the main text), 

we will focus on the restricted regression with dummy variables 

when referring to the 'regression results.' 

Using least squares regression analysis, we first ran a series 

of simple tests involving the use of larger regressions to 

determine likely variables for inclusion in the tobit analysis. 

Many factors, like marital status and employment, were not found 

to be systematically correlated with recidivism time.  After 

considerable testing, we found what we believed to be a 'core' set 

of factors, most of which related specifically to the offender's 

criminal activity rather than to his socloeconomic background. 

Those factors are shown in the table. For ease of presentation, 

in Table A.4 we show only a table of the coefficients and whether 

they were significant at the p>.OS level. 
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Table A.4.  RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION OF OFFENDER 
CHARACTERISTICS AND PRIOR RECORD 

Maximum Likelihood Coefficients 

Coefficient Property Violent Drugs Other All 

1 Constant 58.62* 36.61* 44.04* 139.08* 65.07 
2 Lvn9 Aragmt -1.58* -1.52 -1.09 -3.58* -1.55* 
3 Alcohol -9.41* -1.46 -8.93* +0.47 -4.97* 
4 Heroin -8.19* -34.23* -5.70 -75.59* -9.83* 
5 1st Arrest +1.21* +2.11* +1.32* -0.02 +1.11* 
6 Longest Snt -0.65* -1.53* -0.71* -1.63* -0.78* 
7 No-prob Snt -1.06 -3.32* -1.90* -2.73 -1.47* 
8 Prison Rcrd -59.12* -3.45 -77.62* -134.57* -61.02* 
9 Other Drugs -5.57 -16.50 + 1.04 +3.62 -2.09 

10 Active Yrs +0.82* +1.77* +0.93* +0.53 +0.88* 
11 Violent Off +6.75 
12 Drug Off -1.14 
13 Other Off •17.53* 

'Indicates sign ificant at or below P-.05 

Alcoboli heroin, and other drugs were binary, where '1* 
indicates that the offender has a history of use/abuse. 

Violent includes homicide, assault, robbery, sexual assault, 
robbery, and kidnapping. 

Property includes arson, burglary, larceny, auto fraud, and 
forgery. 

Druis includes both possession and sale. 
Other includes military, probation, parole, weapons and all 

others. 

E.  USING THE ESTIMATES—COMPARATIVE SIMOLATIONS 

A major advantage of multlvariate analysis is that it 

permits Interpretation of the effects of one variable while 

holding all other variables constant. A disadvantage is that 

it becomes difficult to view the overall implications of a set 

of parameters without 'plugging in* a set of values that typify 

the data to be used.  This can be overcome by designing a 

computer simulation model to execute the mathematics so that 

the implications of a particular 'scenario* can be seen quickly. 
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Using th* toblt analysis coefficiants, we designed a 

simulation model that allows us to determine the recidivistic 

potential of a particular group of offenders and the reduction 

In crime that might occur if those offenders ware 

incarcerated. 

First, we used the tobit coefficients to estimate the 

length of tine to recidivism. We take this figure to be the 

Interval of recidivism. Consequently, rearrest within 6 months 

would indicate arrest at approximately 6-month intervals during 

the 60-month follow-up period. We use this calculation to 

indicate that the offender would, if not incapacitated, be 

arrested 10 times during the follow-up period. 

Next, we used the detailed crime-switching matrix to 

distribute the number of arrests over the categories. Thus, 

for those whose instant offense was robbery, we used the 

crime-switching matrix to determine the probabilities that the 

next arrest would be for robbery, drugs, etc. This 

distribution was used as the starting point for the next 

arrdst, and so on following a Markov scheme. The final 

multiplication was adjusted for fractional offenses.  If the 

rearrest frequency was calculated as 4.S8, then the product in 

the fifth multiplication was multiplied by .58 to obtain the 

correct fraction. 

As pointed out earlier, we note that these data are for 

arrests, not offenses.  Consequently, to obtain estimates of 

the actual amount of crime, one needs to know the amount of 

crime chat takes place in order to produce one arrest — i.e., 

Che reciprocal of the probability of arrest.  Other 
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cttearch«rs, •• cited In the text, have provided estiaates of 

the probability of acreat for specific types of offenses. We 

used the reciprocal of each probability as a multiplier for the 

number of arrests for each type of offense. 

Next, we divided the data base into groups. We used the 

simulation to tell us the number of crimes per individual that 

would be committed during a five-year period if the offender 

were unrestrained. We looked at a number of comparisons: 

heroin addicts versus non-heroin addicts; Individuals with two 

or more prior arrests vs. one or none; long previous sentences 

vs. short previous sentences. Results are reported in the text. 

r.     SIHOLATING THE FOPOLATION OP OFFENDERS 

In order to estimate the likeiy impact of a career criminal 

program on crime, offenders and the federal criminal justice 

system, we developed a simulation model to provide some impact 

estimates predicated on alternative assumptions about the 

federal justice process. The primary purpose of this 

simulation was to estimate the number of career criminals and 

the cost of processing these habitual offenders, where this 

cost was limited to required Assistant U.S. Attorneys. 

The model requires an assumption to be made about the 

proportion of convicted federal offenders who are habitual. 

For present purposes, we defined as habitual any offender who 

is expected to recidivate within 40 months and who has been 

convicted of a street crime. He drew on presentence 

investigation reports to estimate the proportion of career 

criminals among convicted violent offenders, robbers, forgers. 
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drug ••liars and p«opl« convlctad of fraud. For the other 

offanscs—crimes against parsons, arson, burglary, larceny, 

auto theft, weapons and other—we used the probation/parole 

data to draw these estimates. Since these latter data 

oversanpled people serving prison terms, saparate estimates 

were provided for offenders sentenced to terms in excess of one 

year (prison) and those sentenced to terms of less than one 

year, including probation.  It was unnecessary to make this 

distinction for the PSI data. The following table provides 

estimates of the percent of career criminals in each group: 

PROPORTION OF OFFENDERS THAT XRB CLASSIFIED 
AS CAREER CRIMINALS, BY INSTANT OFFENSE 

AND BY DATA SOURCE 

OFFENSE PROBATION 

13.00% 

PAROLE 

Violent 13.00% 
person 1.00% 1.00% 
Robbery 35.00% 35.00% 
Arson 1.00% 1.00% 
Burglary 9.30% 9.30% 
Larceny 2.84% 13.39% 
Auto Tft 6.35% 23.31% 
Forgery 24.00% 24.00% 
Fraud 9.00% 9.00% 
Drugs 7.00% 7.00% 
Probation 1.00% 1.00% 

•Weapons 2.56% 2.56% 
Other 0.53% 0.53% 

Next wa bad to determine the number of defendants who 

were convicted of each offense in federal district court. 

These data came from the Annual Report of the Director of the 

AoDinistrative Office of the Onited States Courts, 1980. 

Because our estimate of the percent of career offenders in a 

crime type was contingent on the sentence given, separate 

figures for convicted offenders were derived for persons 
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sentenced to terms In excess of one year and those sentenced 

more leniently. The number of convicted offenders within an 

offense type was then multiplied by the estinated percent of 

career criminals in the relevant group. 

Then, in order to know the total number of defendants 

prosecuted in district court, it was necessary to know 

conviction rates for career criminals and noncareer criminals. 

These data came from the 1978 termination tape of the 

Administrative Office of the O.S. Courts (the latest tape at 

our disposal). Since the termination tape does not explicitly 

ide.itify a career criminal, we assumed that the conviction rate 

for an habitual offender would be approximated by the 

conviction rate of offenders who had served prior prison 

sentences in excess of one year.  Conviction rates for other 

offenders were approximated by the rates for offenders who had 

not previously served terms in excess of one year. The former 

group was convicted at a much higher rate. 

In order to determine the number of career criminal 

and other offenders who were prosecuted in district court, we 

divided the number of convictions by the conviction rates, 

yielding estimates that are reported on the next page. 
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CAREER CRIMINAL NON-CAREER ALL 

70. 694. 764 
2. 249. 251 

440. 1,106. 1,545 
0. 7. 7 

12. 168. 181 
224. 3,979. 4,203 
68. 539. 607 

469. 1,911. 2,380 
88. 1,208. 1,296 

337. 6,222. 6,959 
0. 0. 0 

22. 1,248. 1,270 
0. 45. 45 

821 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES FILED IN FEDERAL DISTRICT COORT 

OFFENSE 

Violent 
Person 
Robbery 
Arson 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Auto Tft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Drugs 
Probtion 
Weapons 
Other 

TOTAL 1,733. 17,776.      19,508. 

Oslng the disposition rates to determine estimates for the 

nuasar of dismissals, guilty pleas and trials, we were able (o 

estimate the number of each type of disposition for career 

criminals and nonhabitual offenders, respectively.  Then, using 

estimates of the amount of attorney time required to process 

criminal cases according to case type and disposition [Rhodes 

and Hausner, 1981], we were able to estimate the number of 

attorneys required to handle career criminal and non-career 

criminal cases, at least for street-type offenses.  These 

figures are reported in the text. 

The simulation model accommodates two alternative 

sceneries. First, it is possible to increase the number of 

career criminal cases by a given percentage.  This percentage 

can vary across the offense types allowing, for example, the 

user to increase the number of career criminal robbers by SO 

percent, the number of burglars by 10 percent, and so on. 

Second, the simulation allows the user to increase the ratio of 
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trials to guilty plea* in anticipation of fewer plea bargains 

for habitual offenders.  Again, this change can be sinulated on 

an offense by offense basis. Results of various alternatives 

are discussed in the text. 

G.  SIMULATING THE SENTENCING OP OFFENDERS 

The sinulatlon program developed under this contract 

provides the possibility of examining the effects of mandatory 

sentencing on both the number of crimes that would be committed 

by offenders within a five-year period and the total amount of 

prison time that would be served by those offenders. 

Currently the simulation is designed to work with input 

data from five offense types: forgery, mail fraud, bank 

robbery, homicide, and narcotics. • In addition, the simulation 

returns information on 13 possible future offense types: 

violent crime (including homicide), crimes against persons, 

robbery (including bank robbery), larceny, auto theft, forgery, 

fraud (including mail fraud), drugs, probation violations, 

weapons offenses, and other crimes. 

For each input crime type the program has access to a data 

set that contains information on a sample of offenders 

convicted of that offense. Dsing this information we were able 

to predict the amount of tine that the offender will be free 

before committing another offense, the number of offenses (for 

each of the thirteen crime types) that the offender is likely 

to commit while free, and the amount of incarceration time that 

the offender will serve for the convicting offense. 
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Thus th« simulation program has the possibility of 

detsrminlng, within a given period (which we have set at five 

years), the amount of time that the defendant will be incar- 

cerated, the amount of time *at risk' (following incarcera- 

tion), and the number of crimes that the offender is likely to 

commit during that risk period. By manipulating the period of 

incarceration and thus the time *at risk,* the program can 

produce crime and sentence length predictions that can be 

compared with the results being achieved under present 

sentencing patterns. 

There are several possible methods of specifying how an 

offender will be targeted foe a mandatory prison sentence. The 

method used in the simulation is based on the predicted amount 

of time until recidivism. The program estimates the amount of 

time that will be served by each offender,' as well as the 

length of tine from release to recidivism and the number and 

types of crime that will be conmitted on average during the 

period at large. A mandatory sentence (which can be stipulated 

by the user) for offenders who are likely to recldivate within 

a certain time will result in less tine at large and fewer 

crimes. 

For example, the user can specify that offenders who are 

likely to recldivate within a two-year period following their 

release will be targeted for a mandatory prison term of five 

years. With this specification targeted offenders who would 

have served less than five years will now serve a five-year 

term of incarceration, and the number of crimes that they would 

have committed during their 'risk' period will be eliminated. 
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Th« comparison b«tw««n tha current system of sentencing and the 

user-specified sentencing guidelines Is then made, and the 

results are presented in a series of tables. 

There are other possible criteria for specifying career 

criminals. One such possibility would be to target on defenders 

who have a certain number of prior convictions for certain 

crimes. The simulation currently has the capability of 

accommodating such a specification. It would be possible to 

construct more complicated selection criteria that would 

encompass both prior convictions and predicted time until 

recidivism (although at present the program does not 

accommodate such criteria). 

Whatever the selection criterion, the simulation calculates 

the total amount of prison time served by a sample of convicted 

offenders and the total amount of crime committed by offenders 

while free of penal restraint. 

Oaing forgery as an example, the simulation was ran using 

9,9!>9 months as the cutoff point for career criminals and zero 

months for the mandatory incarceration time, thus producing a 

baseline. With these criteria every offender in the data base 

would be classified as a career criminal and would serve no 

time at all. Comparing the resulting figures with those 

derived using contemporary sentencing practices shows the 

number and types of crimes prevented by current sentencing 

patterns.  Excluding drug offenses, the simulation showed a 

total of 46,462 crimes (an average of 76 for each of the 611 

offenders in the data base over the five-year period) without 
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Incarceration and 35,173 (an average of 58 per offender) under 

prevailing sentencing pattern*. ( See Tables A.5-A.9 for the 

results of this run for all offense types.) 

The sinulation was then run on the same group of forgers. 

The cutoff point for length of tine until recidivisn was set at 

40 aonths, and the mandatory sentence was set at 60 months.  In 

other words, offenders who were likely to recidivate within 40 

months from the date of release were given a five-year prison 

sentence; thus, they had no time *at risk.* 

This simulation run identified 148 career criminals and 

returned a total of 8,842 crimes (exclusive of drug offenses), 

or an average of 14 per defendant. The amount of time served 

increased from 4,578 months under current sentencing procedures 

to 11,393 months under the hypothetical career criminal prograa. 

The career criminal criteria produced an overall decrease 

in non-drug crime of 26,331 offenses, or 75 percent. The range 

varied from 68% for forgery to 84% for crimes against persons. 

The amount of tine served showed an increase of 6,815 months, 

or 149 percent.  (See Tables A.10-A.14 for the results of this 

run for all offense types.) 

One cost of the career criminal program is the additional 

amount of prison times served; a benefit is the decrease in 

crime.  It is possible to maximize this trade-off by specifying 

different criteria for determining and sentencing career 

criminals until an appropriate balance is achieved or by 

decreasing the incarceration rate ffor lesser offenses to allow 

prison si>ace for career criminals. 
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So illustrate the £ocsier approach, conalder the following 

exanples: 

If we concentrate on forgers who are likely to recldivate 

Within one year's time, and If we set their mandatory sentence 

•t five years in prison, then the slnulatioiv predicts an 

overall reduction In non-drug crine of 62% and an increase in 

prison time of 42% for 44 career crinlnals.  (See Table A.15) 

If, however, we concentrate on forgers who are likely to 

recldlvate within two years' time and sentence them to five 

years In prison, we arrive at an overall reduction in non-drug 

crime of 68% and an Increase in prison time of 81% for 83 

offenders (see Table A.16). The number of career criminals and 

the number of months served has increased by 28 percent, but 

the number of non-drug crimes committed has decreased by only 

16 percent.  If we then Increase the period of recidivism to 

three years and set the prison sentence at five years, we 

identify 90 career criminals and estimate a 73% reduction in 

crime and an 127% Increase in the number of months served  (see 

Table X.17). These figures reflect an increase over our 

original estimates of 191% in the number of career criminals 

and a 61% Increase in the amount of time served, and a decrease 

in crime of -29%. 

Such scenarios offer the possibility of making prosecution 

and sentencing decisions that take into account the existence 

of a fixed amount of prosecution and prison resources and t^-.e 

fact that career criminal prosecutions claim a larger 

proportionate share of those resources. On the basis of the 
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•xamplas given above, a policy maker might decide to prosecute 

as career criminals those who are likely to recldivate within a 

year's time rather than those who are likely to recldivate 

after that time.  Such a decision would be based on the 

knowledge that only half the number of defendants would have to 

be prosecuted as career criminals but that almost the same 

amount of reduction in crime would be achieved. 

A similar evaluation could be performed for the other 

offense categories, and the collective results could be 

composed into one prosecution or sentencing policy. 
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Table A.5 

For£ery 

Ku^ber of conths before recidivisc:   9999 
Kendatory sentence:      0 
!.'ucber of career criminals:  611 

Offense Frtsent Career Cricinal P e r c e n 
Type rrocrcL Prourat. Chtn£,e 

Violent 1659. 2205. -32.9'. 
Persons 133. ICC. -35.30 
F.etibery 13C7. 175C. -2^.31 
Arson 1105. U££. -32.67 
B-rclary 3015. 402C. -32.30 
Larceny 12331. 16309. -32.26 
Auto Theft 1555. 2025. -3C.26 
Forgery 155-:. 25£.7. -29.61 
Frtuc 1761. 2312. -31.27 
Drucs 1176t9. 157112. -3:.57 
Fro'Dttion 2S20. IsLk. -30.6t 
Ve£.pons 915. ^22^i'. -3^.3C 
Otner 6571. ten. -32.15 

Total 152822. 2Cli0ii. • -33.23 
j;cn-dru3 35173. i:&';62. -32.1C 

Sentence JJSTc. 0. -IOC.CO 
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Table A.6 

Robbery 

Kuaber or cooths before recldivisc: 
Mandatory sentence:      0 
Kucber of career cricinals:  6S5 

9999 

Offense Present Career Crlcinal Pereen 
Type Progrfei Prograi Cfctnte 

Violent 275. 1255. -Ut5.23 
Persons 27. nn. -U25.50 
Bctibery s'.g. U519. -US'..57 
Arson 161. 26*5. -15U .52 
Burglary 531. 607 8. -U21 .H>i 
L^rcenJ• 17cS. 2f£65. -1513."Z- 
Auto Thsft 13S. 2675. -1821.32 
Forcery 2C1 . i^'i^:. -1607.7i- 
TriMi 19£. 3516. -1677.27 
"Crxizs 177^5. 296601;. -1571 .65 
Probation 32c. 550?. -1579.95 
Wet^ons 161. 255C. -Uc5 .2t 
Ot:.6r £75. U761. -1575.tt 

Total 227&1. 377623. '-1556.51 
Kori-iruc 502s. 51215. -1512.OC 

Sentence 36E55. 0. -IOC.CO 
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Table A.7 

Drucs 

Kucber of conths before recidivisc:   9999 
K'endstory seotence:      0 
Kucber of career criminals:  626 

Offense     Present 
Type       Progrtc 

Violent 5&3. 
Persons *i7. 
Robbery <>£&. 
Arson 33C. 
Burglary 1096. 
Larceny 119;. 
Auto Theft 39£. 
Fcrsery ft£.1, 
Friui 511. 
Drufs 56331. 
Probation 620. 
Weapons 36£. 
Other 2066. 

Total 6772S. 
S:cn-<iru- 11356. 

Sentence 10eC3. 

Career   Cricical Percent 
Procrai Ci.£njc 

955. -6-;.Cii 
76. -66.60 

6C£. -65.63 
550. -66.72 

M^H. -65.'»9 
es^c. -65.53 

656. -£5.66 
79c. -65.6C 
6t7. -65.62 

93320. -65.66 
1356. -65.59 
60?. -65.t1 

3'iiO. -65.87 

1122C:. •     -65.67 
ue£3. -65.66 

0. -1CC.00 
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Table A.8 

Fraud 

Kuzber of conths before recidivisc:   9999 
Ksndatory sentence:      0 
Kucber of career cricinals:  lsl7 

Offense Present Career Cricinal Percent 
Type Prograc Prcgrai C'ltnce 

Violent 39C. i;75. -n.sc 
Pe.-scr.s 33. H'j. -21.35 
F.otbery 3«t. "23. -21.76 
Arson 123. 513. -21.32 
Eursliry 6SC. !!E. -21 .ii£ 
Ltrceay 3£l6. ^.-91. -21.Ji5' 
A-.-.o Tfcef: 35£. tcl. -21.27 
Forgery 515. 625. -21.29 
Fraui 903. 1103. -22.22 
Druis 2S;5f . 35S75. -21.72 
Prcbttion 652: 79t. -21.32 
Weapons 2Ki. 302. -21 .72 
Otter U9C. 2:52. -21.»»7 

Total 39'.61. '4c:i2. -21.67 
Hon-crUt 9505. 12037. -i1.52 

Sentenc^e 3067. C. •ICCOC 
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Table A.9 

Violtnt Crlns 

Hucber of conths before recidivisc: 
Kznd&tory sentence:      0 
Kucber of career crininala:  492 

9999 

Offense Present Career Cricinal Percent 
Type Program Procrt:. Cfconse 

Violent 205. 1544. -654.45 
Persons 16. 126. -703.5= 
Robbery ue. 116-. -69&.01 
Arson 96. 81S. -747.73 
c^rfl&ry 2E2. 2361. -737.39 
Larceny 10i»7. 8E54. -745.67 
Auto "heft 122. 966. -712.31 
Forgery 125. 1077. -761.9£ 
Friuc 116. 105£. -£12.75 
Drucs 10179. 92504. -750.33 
Probation 220. UC5. -721.77 
Weapons 120. 917. -661.75 
Other 600. 4£B0. -713.93 

Total 13974. 116111. -745.23 
i;on-<!ru£ 30S5. 25607. -727.32 

Sentence 26737. 0. -100.00 
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Table A.10 

Forgery 

Kucber of sonths before reeidivlsc:     OC 
Mandatory sentence:     60 
Kucber of career cricinals:  146 

Offense Present Career Cricinal Percent 
Ty?e Prcjran Protrac Ch£nc,e 

Violent 1659. 37E. 77.22 
F c r s 0 r. s 133. 21. 83. 9C 
Robbery 1307. 2»»7. 81 .09 
Arson 1105. 259. 76.57 
Eurjlary 3015. 656. 7£.26. 
Larceny 12331. 30t1 . 75.3t 
Auio 7S:tft 1555. J171 . 69.71 
Forjery 1996. 6t5. 67.7C 
Frtui 1761. *£2. 72.56 
Drugs 1176J.S. 2t7».E. 76.96 
Probatioc 2£2C. 626*. 70.71 
Vet?c=s 915. 17t. 61 .09 
OtLer 6571. ^e'^^. 75.03 

Totil 152E22. 3359C. 76.02 
Koa-irug 35173. 8SK2. 7i(.66 

Se::tence 1576. 11393. uE.ee 

U-«16 0—8 
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Table A.11 

Robbery 

Nucbcr of aontbs before recidiTisc: 
Handitorjr scotence:     60 
•ucbcr of career crisinels:  227 

«0 

Offense Present 
Type Prograr 

Violent 275. 
Persons 27, 
Robbery 3*9. 
Arson 161. 
Burglary 531.^ 
Larceny 1765. 
Auto Theft 135. 
Forgery 2C1 . 
Fraud 158. 
Dru£8 177t3. 
Probation 325. 
Weapons 161. 
ether 679. 

Total 22761. 
Kon-tfrug 5036. 

Sentence 36655. 

Career Cricisal 
Progrtt 

133. 
13. 

200. 
73. 

262. 
625. 
15. 
86. 
8C. 

7626. 
Ui.-. 
76. 
3£5. 

Percent 
Chc.Qce 

10155. 
2327. 

3776C. 

51 
5C 
42 
5J. 
50 
53 
6i 
57 

.53 

.97 

.72 

.£0 

.70. 

.E£ 

.51 

.12 
55.51 
55.66 
56.15 
52.St 
56.15 

55.'.2 
53.61 
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Table A.iz 

Drucs 

Nucber of months btfore recidivlss: 
Mandatory sentence:     60 
tCucber of career criclnals:   42 

40 

Offense Present Career Cricinal Percen 
Ty?e Progra:: ProE"*- Chanct 

Violent 5C3. 264. 51 .17 
Persons 47. 20. 57.07 
Pobtery 4£6. 232. 52.35 
Arson 33C. 145. 5£.0£ 
Burj-lary 1GS£. 53£. 50.9^ 
Larceny 4153. 2075. 50.51 
Aucc Thtft 39£. 163. 53.72 
Forgery 4£1. 226. 52.96 
Friuo 511. 2ii1 . 52.74 
DruGS 5£331. 31001 . 44.57 
Probation 620. 404. 50.74 
Ketfons 3£6. 163. 50.32 
Other 2C£e. 994. 52.37 

Total 6772?. 3652S. 4 6.07 
l.'on-tfruc 1139C. 5525. 51.52 

Sentence 10£03. 11565. 10.9! 
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Table A.13 

Freud 

Kusber of Bonths before recldlvisc:     40 
Mandatory sentence:     60 
Kucber of. career cricinals:   3E 

Career Cricinal    Percent 
Prosrat        Chtnge 

46.17 
44.61 
37.56 
45.29 
4C.35 
3S.4- 
36.67 
36.07 
4^.53 
41 .2t 
44.30 
42.01 

43.6C 
40.61; 

Sentence      3067. 4756.       • 55.12 

Offense Present 
Type Prosrts 

Violent 390. 
Persons 33. 
Robbery 346. 
Arson 423. 
EurEia»"y 690. 
Larceny 3616. 
Auto Theft 35t. 
Forcery 515. 
Frtui 9C3. 
rrugs 29556. 
Probation 652. 
Weapons 246. 
Ot.>-.er 165C. 

Total 35U1. 
Kon-drug 9905. 

216. 
15. 

193. 
264. 
376. 

2157. 
2t1. 
316. 
577. 

16395. 
363. 
136. 
950. 

• 22255 
5661 

A-42 



337 

Table A.14 

Violent Crise 

Kusber of eonths before recidivisc:     40 
Mandatory sentence:     60 
Kucbcr of career crioinals:   62 

Offense Present Career Criminal Percent 
Type Procrts Progrti Change 

Violent 205. 171. 16.52 
Persons 16. 13. 17.26 
Robbery Ut. 122. 17.26 
Arson 96. 79. 16.20 
Burglary 2E2. 231. 17.97 
Larceny 10i7. 55 £. 16.17 
Auto Theft 122. 100. 17.5t 
Foreery 125. 102. 1E.«I9 
Fraud 116. 93. IS.Jli 
Drugs 10E79. 6fSU. l£.2t 
Probation 220. 151 . 17.65 
Weapons 120. 100. 16.61 
Other 600. k9H. 17.53 

Total 1397J.. 1U3o. 1£.U 
Kcn-dru£ 3095. 254JJ. 17.61 

Sentence 26737. 27036. 1.12 
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Table A.15 

Forgery 

Hucber of conths before recldlvlsc:     12 
Mandatory sentence:     60 
Kucber oT career crloinals:   <|it 

Offense Present Career Critical Percent 
Type Prograr Prcgrac Change 

Violent 1659. 567. 65.63 
Persons 133. 32. 76.13 
Kobbery 13C7. 370. 71.71 
Arson 1105. 367. 61.91 
Burglary 3015. 9£2. 67.13 
Larceny 12331. i»56l. 63.C1 
Auto Theft 1555. 706. 51.19 
Forgery 1996. 97'.. 51 .21 
Friud 1761 . 721. 5S.67 
Dru£s 117619. 37069. 66.17 
Probation 2620. 12»i3. 55.92 
Weapons 919. 259. 71.77 
Other 6571. 2t60. 62.55 

Total 152E22. 50257. 67.05 
Kcr.-(Jru£ 35173. 1326E. 62.26 

Sentence 1576. 6U1. 11.56 
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Table A.16 

ForEery 

NuDber of contbs before recldlvisc:     24 
K>r.d&.tory. sentence:     60 
Kucber of career crielaals:   83 

Offense     Present   Career Criminal    Percent 
Type       Prograc       Prograc       Change 

Violent 1659. *70. 71.6£ 
Persons 133. 25. 60.9& 
Robbery 1307. 301. 76.99 
Arson 1105. 321. 70.92 
Burglary 3C15. 811. 73-12 
Larceny 12331. liOH. 69-15 
Auto Theft 1555. 59S. 61.19 
Forgery 1996. 826. 5£.53 
Fraud 1761. 609. 65.*« 
Drugs 1176*9. 3C539. lU.OU 
Probation 2620. 1050. 62.76 
Uecpoas 919. 211. 77.03 
Otfcer 6571. 205*!. 66.74 

Total 152822. 41622. 72.76 
Kon-drut; 35173. 11063. 6£.49 

Sentence 4576. 82S9. 8C.63 

A-45 



340 

Table A.17 

Forgery 

Kuober of aontbs before reeidlTlso:    36 
MaoCatory. seoteoce:    60 
Kucbcr of career criein.als:  12E 

Offense Present Career Criminal Percent 
Type Progrcc Prograc Cbange 

Violent U59. «01. 75.60 
Persons 133. 22. 83.37 
Robbery 1307. 260. 80.13 
Arson 1105. 275. 75.14 
Eurglary 3015. 69^. 76.97 
Larceny 12331. 3241. 73.72 
Auto Thefc 1555. 506. 67.45 
Forgery 1996. 697. 65.10 
Fraud 1761. 517. 70.66 
Dru£s 1176^:9. 26192. 77.74 
Probation 2620. 868. 68.52 
Weapons 919. 162. 80.15 
Other 6571. 1749. 73.35 

Total 152822. 35625. 76.69 
Kon-drug 35173. 9*33. 73.18 

Sentence 4576. lOJJOS. 127.37 
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Mr. HUGHES. OK. Well, thank you. I really appreciate your testi- 
mony. You have been most helpful. Both statements were excel- 
lent. Thank you. We appreciate it. 
The hearing stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 

reconvene upon the call of the Chair.] 
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